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Existing organizational research has demonstrated that team members’ trust in leaders is 
positively related to a team’s bottom-line outcomes. However, little is known about how 
collective trust in leaders develops among team members. To address this gap, the 
present study examines the effects of multiple emergent processes on the extent to which 
team members exhibit consensus in trust in their leader. In particular, it was proposed that 
the most important factors for the emergence, and the degree of consensus, of collective 
trust in leaders should have the same referent target as the collective construct (i.e., the 
leader) and concern behaviors that involve interactions between the leader and team 
members. Thus, the leader behavior and interactions variables of showing concern, 
leading by example, and monitoring were expected to exert stronger influence on the 
consensus in trust in leaders than leader attributes (ability and integrity) and team factors 
(open communication and demographic diversity). Further, the degree of consensus in 
trust in leaders was predicted to have both an independent and interaction effect with the 
mean level of trust in leaders in influencing team performance and voice behavior. Three 
waves of survey data were collected from teams with new leadership in a large academic 
military institution. Data from 719 team members from 105 teams were used to test these 
predictions by analyzing consensus concurrently and changes in consensus over time. 
The results generally supported the relative importance of leader showing concern and 
leading by example on the degree of consensus in trust in leaders in the concurrent 
model. For changes in consensus, leading by example was particularly important. In 
addition, while consensus was not independently related to the team performance and 
voice behaviors, it interacted with the mean level in influencing the outcomes in both the 
concurrent and change models. Taken together, the findings suggest that some leader 
behaviors are important for the development of collective trust or consensus in trust in 
leaders, and further suggest that consensus can act as a boundary condition for the effect 
of the mean level of trust in leaders on team outcomes. By focusing on the consensus in 
trust in leaders, this research begins to shed light on how consensus in trust develops 
among team members with respect to their leader and has implications for understanding 
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Research Overview 
“In leadership, there are no words more important than trust. In any 
organization, trust must be developed among every member of the team if 
success is going to be achieved.” 
–Mike Krzyzewski, Coach of the Duke Blue Devils for four NCAA 
Championships 
 
It has long been recognized that leaders play a critical role in team and 
organizational functioning as well as in influencing employee attitudes and behaviors 
(e.g., Burke, Stagl, Klein, Goodwin, Salas, & Halpin, 2006; Dalton, Daily, Ellstrand, & 
Johnson, 1998; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1996). At the 
same time, interest in delineating the role of trust in organizations has continued to grow 
(Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). While many styles and behaviors of leadership have been 
investigated in relation to outcomes in organizations, there has been an increasing 
emphasis on understanding the importance of trust in leaders, defined as a psychological 
state of a follower comprising willingness to accept vulnerability based on positive 
expectations of a leader (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012; Rousseau, 
Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998). Trust in leaders has received attention from researchers 
and practitioners alike because it is fundamental to the relationships between employees 
and their leaders, with implications for important employee outcomes. Employee trust in 
leaders has been shown to relate to a wide range of individual-level outcomes including 
job satisfaction (Gillespie & Mann, 2004; Whitener, 2001), organizational commitment 
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(Pillai, Schriesheim, & Williams, 1999), citizenship behavior (Mayer & Gavin, 2005), 
and task performance (Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002; Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 2007).  
The research on trust in leaders has, for the most part, focused on the individual 
level of analysis. Little work has been conducted on collective team-level trust in leaders, 
defined as a shared psychological state among team members comprising willingness to 
accept vulnerability based on positive expectations of a team leader (Fulmer & Gelfand, 
2012). Moving research from the individual level to the team level should have important 
implications because organizations increasingly use teams to structure work activities 
(Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006) in order to stay adaptive in today’s dynamic business 
environment (Hong, 1999). The small number of extant studies on collective team-level 
trust in leaders points to its important role in influencing team or unit outcomes, such as 
performance, sales, and profits (Davis, Schoorman, Mayer, & Tan, 2000; Dirks, 2000; 
Simons & McLean-Parks, 2002). However, research to date has largely ignored how 
collective team trust in leaders emerges and operates. The primary purpose of this 
research is to investigate factors related to the convergence in trust in the leader among 
team members after a change in leadership.    
An emergent construct is one that resides in the cognitions, perceptions, feelings, 
or attitudes of individuals, but when individuals within a unit converge or develop 
consensus in this construct, a higher-level form of the construct emerges (Kozlowski & 
Klein, 2000). Dansereau, Yammarino, and Kohles (1999) suggest that emergent 
constructs can shift their levels of analysis over time. For example, a construct can 
primarily exist at the individual level until a change in the context or the actors spurs 
convergence in perceptions, beliefs, or responses among individuals that allow the 
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construct to emerge at a higher level. For trust in leaders, when a new team leader is 
appointed, it is unlikely that team members will share the same degrees of trust in the 
leader immediately. In other words, the consensus in trust in the leader should be initially 
low and team members are likely to have idiosyncratic levels of trust in the leader. After 
the introduction of a new leader, processes will need to occur to allow members to 
converge in their levels of trust in the new leader. Through interactions and other 
experiences with the new leader, a common level of trust in the new leader can develop 
among team members to create a collective construct of team-level trust in the leader.   
Emergence of a collective construct thus implies that some degree of consensus 
among individuals must occur (Kozlowski & Chao, in press). Studies in other content 
areas have begun to explore factors contributing to emergence and consensus, particularly 
with respect to climate perceptions (Ostroff, Kinicki, & Muhammad, 2012). For example, 
Zohar and Tenne-Gazit (2008) found that transformational leadership and group network 
characteristics (density and centralization) were related to the degree of similarity in 
safety climate perceptions at the unit level. Naumann and Bennett (2000) found that work 
group cohesion and leader visibility were related to greater consensus in members’ 
perceptions of procedural justice. While there is some research showing that various 
factors are related to the degree of similarity or consensus among group members for a 
particular construct, research on emergent processes remains scant (Kozlowski & Chao, 
in press). A number of mechanisms have been proposed to facilitate the emergence of 
collective constructs, including structure, leadership, homogeneity, communication and 
social interactions, and team processes (Ostroff et al., 2012). However, some mechanisms 
are likely to be more important for the emergence of a given construct than for other 
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constructs (Kozlowski & Chao, in press). To the extent that collective trust in leaders can 
facilitate important aspects of team functioning and bottom line outcomes (e.g., Davis et 
al., 2000; Dirks, 2009), understanding what prompts team members to form consensus 
and agree on their levels of trust in the leader should be both theoretically and practically 
important. Theoretically, understanding the relative importance of different processes that 
contribute to the formation of collective trust in leaders will further our knowledge about 
how individuals’ levels of trust in a leader come to be shared. Practically, insights from 
such a study may provide leaders with important information about how to foster 
collective trust and potentially enhance team outcomes through collective trust.  
To elucidate which factors are likely to be the key for developing the consensus in 
trust in leaders, the concept of event cycles (Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999) and the 
principle of compatibility (Ajzen, 1988; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1974) are relevant. An event 
cycle refers to a sequence of interactions that is “the basic building block upon which all 
larger collective structures are composed” (Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999, p. 252). Event 
cycles are crucial to emergence because repeated interactions give rise to regularized and 
consistent routines and practices that can be shared collectively (Hofmann & Jones, 
2005). In the trust literature, leadership variables, particularly those related to the 
trustworthiness dimensions of ability, integrity, and benevolence or concern (Mayer, 
Davis, & Schoorman, 1995), have been deemed as important antecedents of trust 
(Colquitt et al., 2007; Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). However, not all of these variables are 
important for understanding consensus or how team members come to share a similar 
level of trust in their leader because some of them, such as the leader attributes of ability 
and integrity, do not directly entail interactions with the leader. For the emergence of 
5 
team trust in leaders, leader behaviors and interactions between the leader and team 
members are likely to be particularly important because trust has a strong relational 
component (Nooteboom, Berger, & Noorderhaven, 1997; Tyler & DeGoey, 1996). 
Leader behaviors that involve interactions and shared experiences with the leader are 
likely to attract the attention of all team members and should afford members 
opportunities to interact with the leader and coalesce around a common view of the 
leader. Using the concept of event cycles, I propose that leader behaviors and 
interactions, such as showing concern, leading by example, and monitoring, will exert a 
stronger influence on the consensus in team members’ trust in the leader than leader 
attributes, such as ability and integrity.  
In addition, the target of the emergent process should likewise be considered. 
Ajzen’s (1988) principle of compatibility posits that the relationship between a predictor 
and an outcome of the same target, action, time, or context will be stronger than a 
relationship between a predictor and an outcome that are mismatched on one or more of 
these dimensions. This suggests that when the “target” of a collective construct is narrow 
and specific and refers to an individual, such as a leader, the factors that contribute to 
emergence should also be narrow and specific and have the same target: in this case, the 
leader. Trust can have multiple targets or referents such as trust in the leader or trust in 
the team (Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). For the development of consensus in trust in leaders, 
leader behaviors and interactions with leaders should be more critical than processes that 
are more general or primarily involve team members, such as team open communication 
and team demographic diversity. Taken together, based on the concept of event cycles 
and the principle of compatibility, leader behaviors that afford interactions with the 
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leader, as opposed to leader attributes or general interactions among team members, 
should act as the primary vehicles that give rise to the emergence of collective trust in the 
leader among team members.  
Beyond the emergent processes for trust in leaders, research is likewise needed to 
examine the outcomes of consensus in trust in leaders. The implications of unit-level 
consensus (or dispersion) has been examined in a growing range of content areas, 
including climate (Lindell & Brandt, 2000), conflict (Jehn, Rispens, & Thatcher, 2010), 
justice (Colquitt, Noe, & Jackson, 2002), satisfaction (Dineen, Noe, Shaw, Duffy, & 
Wiethoff, 2007), temporal orientations (Mohammed & Nadkarni, 2011), and leadership 
perceptions (Wu, Tsui, & Kinicki, 2010), showing either that the degree of consensus in 
perceptions or attributes is related to outcomes or that the degree of consensus interacts 
with the mean, aggregate level of the focal collective construct to influence outcomes. 
Research on trust has yet to explore the consequences of the degree of consensus in trust 
in leaders. Festinger’s (1950) social influence theory suggests that members in a team 
value consensus with each other and that shared attitudes should lead to positive 
psychological effects on the team members. Thus, the degree of consensus itself, 
regardless of whether the level of team trust in the leader is high or low, reflects some 
coalescence among team members that should impact collective responses such as team 
performance and team voice behavior.  
Moreover, following work in other areas (Cole, Bedeian, & Bruch, 2011; Lindell 
& Brandt, 2000), it is likely that the degree of consensus in trust in leaders and the mean 
level of trust in leaders interact in their relationship with team outcomes. The degree of 
consensus reflects only the extent to which members have similar levels of trust in the 
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leader, not whether the mean level of trust is high or low. Thus, considering these two 
effects (the degree of consensus and the level of trust in leaders) jointly should yield 
more refined results and interpretations. In particular, consensus may serve as a boundary 
condition for the effect of a team’s mean level of trust in leaders on team performance 
and team voice behavior.  
Finally, the extant research on emergence and consensus is largely cross-sectional 
(Kozlowski, 2012). Given that emergence is an inherently dynamic phenomenon 
(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000), research that examines changes in consensus across time is 
needed. Accordingly, this study focuses on consensus assessed concurrently with 
emergent factors and outcomes, which provides insight into the factors that relate to 
higher degrees of consensus. This study also examines consensus assessed shortly after 
the introduction of a new leader and again several months later, which allows focusing on 
changes in consensus and the emergence of consensus. A comparison of the relationships 
that involve these two forms of consensus can potentially afford further understanding 
about the dynamic nature of the emergence of collective trust in leaders. 
The theoretical model of this study is presented in Figure 1, illustrating the 
antecedent and outcome relationships with consensus in trust in leaders discussed above. 
Specifically, the leader behaviors of leader showing concern, leading by example, and 
monitoring are expected to have a stronger influence on the emergence and consensus in 
trust in leaders than the leader attributes of ability and integrity and team variables of 
open communication and demographic diversity. Moreover, the degree of consensus and 
changes in consensus in trust in leaders are predicted to affect team performance and 
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team voice behavior independently and interact with the mean aggregate level of trust in 
leaders in influencing these outcomes.  
Figure 1 
Theoretical Model of the Study 
 
In sum, the overarching goal of this study is to better understand consensus in 
trust in leaders at the team level and its emergence. This objective is achieved through 
three distinct but related components. First, I examine how consensus in trust in leaders 
changes after the introduction of a new leader. Second, I compare and contrast a range of 
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emergent processes for the degree of consensus and changes in consensus in trust in 
leaders with the aim of demonstrating that emergent processes are specific to the 
collective construct that they influence. Third, the consequences of the degree of 
consensus and changes in consensus in trust in the leaders are examined. Together, these 
three research components should afford a greater understanding of how team trust in 
leaders emerges, which thus far has been neglected in the literature.  
This study has the potential to make several contributions to the trust research 
literature. Understanding why team trust in leaders emerges in some teams but not others 
can inform theoretical development and future research on collective trust. Unlike the 
preponderance of research that treats variation in levels of trust among unit members as 
error, the focus of this research on consensus provides an alternative way to understand 
trust in leaders at the unit level. Without considering the degree of consensus, researchers 
ignore a potentially influential team context that may affect team outcomes (Bliese & 
Britt, 2001; Bliese & Halverson, 1998) and that may interact with the effect of the mean 
level of team trust in leaders.  
The present study also contributes to the levels of analysis literature with respect 
to emergence. The number of studies that have examined emergence of unit-level 
constructs remains small (Kozlowski & Chao, in press; Ostroff et al., 2012). Research on 
the mechanisms responsible for emergent states in teams is therefore at the nascent stage 
and researchers have yet to explore emergence within the context of trust. While the 
concept of emergence is applicable to many constructs, the specific processes involved 
are likely to differ depending on the construct of interest (Kozlowski & Chao, in press). 
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This research focuses on consensus in trust in leaders using a levels of analysis approach 
to reveal the emergent processes that are specific to team trust in leaders.   
The organization of the rest of this dissertation is as follows. In the next chapter 
(Chapter 2), I review the current research on trust in leaders at the individual level and 
the team level. This is followed by Chapter 3, in which I discuss the notion of emergence 
in the levels of analysis literature and review research that has examined various 
emergent processes. In Chapter 4 I further delineate the theoretical model of the present 
research (see Figure 1) and explain the rationale behind the proposed relationships among 
emergent processes, consensus in trust in leaders, and team outcomes. Hypotheses are 
also presented. I next detail the methodology of the present research in Chapter 5, 
including the organizational context, procedure, sample, and measures. Results are then 
presented in Chapter 6, and in Chapter 7, I discuss the findings and address the 




Chapter 2. Theory and Research on Trust in Leaders 
In this chapter, I first review the literature on trust in leaders at the individual 
level, followed by a discussion of the extant research on trust in leaders at the team level. 
Before beginning this review, the definition of trust in leaders at both levels of analysis is 
provided.  
Definition of Trust in Leaders 
Specifying the definition of trust in leaders is particularly important given the 
diversity in the conceptualizations of trust (cf. Castaldo, Premazzi, & Zerbini, 2010; 
Dietz & Den Hartog, 2006; McKnight, Choudhury, & Kacmar, 2002; Romano, 2003; 
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000). While many of the definitions do not explicitly identify 
who the trustee is, such as a leader, team, and partner, others have included a specific 
referent in their definitions. When the trust referent is a leader, which is the focal target of 
present research, a range of definitions have been offered. Appendix A presents a sample 
of these definitions at both the individual and team levels of analysis.  
It can be seen in Appendix A that, while trust is a complex construct, many view 
it as a psychological state (Hardin, 2001; Lewis & Weigert, 1985; Luhmann, 1979; 
Kramer, 1999; Rempel, Holmes, & Zanna, 1985; Wright & Ehnert, 2010). For example, 
one commonly adopted definition in organizational sciences is that of Mayer and his 
colleagues (1995), who define trust as “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the 
actions of another party based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular 
action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other 
party” (p. 712). Rousseau and her colleagues (1998) similarly define trust as “a 
psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive 
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expectations of the intentions or behavior of another” (p.395). Both of these definitions 
refer to trust as a psychological state. Other examples include Dirks (2000), Oreg and 
Sverdlik (2011), and Van Dijke, De Cremer, and Mayer (2010).   
In addition to trust being a psychological state, other commonalities can be noted 
in the existing definitions. Many researchers agree that positive expectations of 
trustworthiness (which refers to the expectation about the positive intentions of the 
trustee and that the trustee can be relied upon) and willingness to accept vulnerability 
(which refers to the trustor’s intention to rely on the trustee) are key features in defining 
the construct of trust (e.g., Dietz & Den Hartog, 2006; Ferrin, Bligh, & Kohles, 2008; 
Huff & Kelley, 2003). Consistent with these perspectives, I adapt the trust definition 
provided by Fulmer and Gelfand (2012) in this research. Trust in leaders at the individual 
level refers to a psychological state of a follower comprising willingness to accept 
vulnerability based on positive expectations of a leader.  
Because trust at higher levels is conceptualized as a shared construct held among 
unit members (e.g., De Jong & Elfring, 2010), collective trust in leaders at the team level 
refers to a shared psychological state among team members comprising willingness to 
accept vulnerability based on positive expectations of a leader. Trust arises from a dyadic 
relationship between two parties—a trustor and a trustee—such as a leader and a 
follower, and reflects the quality and characteristics of the relationship between the two 
parties (Bower et al., 2000; Hosmer, 1995; Mayer et al., 1995). Trust from dyadic 
relationships can come to be shared among individuals in a unit when the individuals 
have similar levels of trust in a focal person, such as when members in a team have 
comparable levels of trust in their leader. In other words, the construct of trust resides at 
13 
the individual level and becomes “shared” in a team as a collective construct when the 
team leader develops a similar level of trust with each member in a team.  
Trust in Leaders at the Individual Level 
Both the antecedents and outcomes of individuals’ level of trust in their leaders 
have been widely examined (Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). Regarding antecedents of 
individuals’ trust in leaders, some research has examined the roles of organizational 
context and follower characteristics. For example, perceived organizational support has 
been found to be a strong predictor of trust in leaders (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Whitener, 
2001). Individual differences, such as a secure attachment style (Simmons, Gooty, 
Nelson, & Little, 2009) and propensity to trust (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Colquitt et al., 
2007) have been positively related to a higher level of trust in leaders at the individual 
level. Followers’ identification with leaders has also been positively related to 
individuals’ trust in leaders (Gillespie & Mann, 2004).   
However, the majority of research on individuals’ trust in leaders has focused on 
leadership styles as the antecedents. For example, research has shown that various 
leadership styles, including transformational leadership (Jung & Avolio, 2000; Jung, 
Yammarino, & Lee, 2009), transactional leadership (Jung & Avolio, 2000), operant 
leadership (Rubin, Bommer, & Bachrach, 2010), charismatic leadership (Conger, 
Kanungo, & Menon, 2000), authentic leadership (Avolio, Gardner, Walumbwa, Luthans, 
& May, 2004), servant leadership (Van Dierendonck, 2011), empowering leadership 
(Caldwell & Dixon, 2010), and ethical leadership (Brown, Treviño, & Harrison, 2005; 
Kalshoven, Den Hartog, & De Hoogh, 2011) have been positively linked to individuals’ 
trust in their leaders.  
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The most common framework for delineating leader characteristics as antecedents 
of individuals’ trust in leader is based on Mayer and his colleagues’ (1995) three 
dimensions of trustworthiness—ability, benevolence, and integrity (e.g., Colquitt et al., 
2007). To the extent that followers perceive leaders to possess these characteristics, their 
trust in the leaders should be higher (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). For example, leaders’ ability 
to communicate a collective vision has been linked to higher levels of individuals’ trust in 
leaders (Gillespie & Mann, 2004). Other skills and competencies related to performance 
have also been posited to influence individuals’ trust in leaders (Bower, Schoorman, & 
Tan, 2000). Likewise, leaders’ benevolence toward followers, as indicated by providing 
individualized support and showing concern, has been related to individuals’  trust in 
leaders (Hernandez, 2008; Korsgaard, Brodt, & Whitener, 2002; Podsakoff et al., 1996; 
Roussin, 2008). Lastly, leader’s integrity, signaled by upholding justice principles, using 
participative decision-making, maintaining word-deed consistency, and providing an 
appropriate role model, has also been found to be a key factor in individuals’ trust in their 
leaders (Ambrose & Schminke, 2003; Aryee et al., 2002; Gillespie & Mann, 2004; 
Huang, Iun, Liu, & Gong, 2010; Korsgaard, Schweiger, Sapienza, 1995; Palanski & 
Yammarino, 2009; Simons, 2002). Unmet expectations, which signal a breach to 
integrity, have been found to lower individuals’ trust in leaders (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002).  
Among the outcomes of individuals’ trust in leaders, job attitudes, organiza tional 
citizenship behavior (OCB), and performance have received the most research attention 
(Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). Researchers have found that trust in leaders is highly 
associated with individuals’ organizational commitment, job satisfaction, satisfac tion 
with the leader, and ratings of leadership effectiveness (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Gillespie & 
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Mann, 2004; Whitener, 2001). Further, individuals’ trust in leaders also increases belief 
in information from the leader and support for leader decisions (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002), 
even in the face of unfavorable outcomes (Brockner, Siegel, Daly, Tyler, & Martin, 
1997). Individuals’ trust in leaders has also been consistently related to OCB (Colquitt et 
al., 2007; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). However, the overall results for in-role performance 
have been weak and inconsistent (cf. Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Mayer & Gavin, 2005; 
Palanski & Yammarino, 2011; Yang & Mossholder, 2010).  
Trust in Leaders at the Team Level 
In their seminal review, Mayer and his colleagues (1995) identified trust at the 
team level as the next direction for the research on trust. In this study, I adopted the 
definition of teams by Guzzo and Dickson (1996) to be “a work group [that] is made up 
of individuals who see themselves and who are seen by others as a social entity, who are 
interdependent because of the tasks they perform as members of a group, who are 
embedded in one or more larger social systems (e.g. community, organization), and who 
perform tasks that affect others (such as customers or coworkers)” (p. 308-309).  
As with other research that increasingly views leadership as a team-level 
construct (e.g., Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003; Cole et al., 2011), a small number of 
studies have examined trust in leaders at the team level of analysis, focusing on the mean 
level of team trust in leaders. Research on factors that foster a team’s mean level of trust 
in leaders is particularly limited (Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). One recent study examined 
the relationships between different styles of leadership and different forms of team trust 
in leaders (Schaubroeck, Lam, & Peng, 2011), showing that servant leadership was 
related to team level affective trust in leaders while transformational leadership was 
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related to team level cognitive trust in leaders (Schaubroeck et al., 2011). The authors 
suggest that because transformational leadership generally focuses on task-related 
processes, it should be related to members’ trust in the leader’s performance-relevant 
cognition, which can include competence and knowledge, whereas because servant 
leadership focuses on relational processes with and among team members, it should be 
related to members’ trust in the leader’s “genuine care and concern for [their] welfare” 
(McAllister, 1995, p. 26),.  
Slightly more research has examined the outcomes of units’ mean levels of trust 
in leaders, focusing primarily on the unit-level bottom-line outcomes (e.g., Davis et al., 
2000; Dirks, 2000; Simons & McLean-Parks, 2002). Dirks (2000) found that team 
members’ trust in their leaders was a stronger predictor of team performance than 
members’ trust in their other team members. The author suggests that team trust in 
leaders “allows the team to be willing to accept the leader's activities, goals, and 
decisions and work hard to achieve them” (p.1005). A unit’s level of trust in the leader 
has also been shown to have a positive effect on the unit’s sales and profits and a 
negative effect on turnover because, presumably, the unit members’ trust in the leader 
prompts the members to be committed to the leader and the unit success (Davis et al., 
2000). Likewise, collective trust in leaders among unit members has been positively 
related to customer satisfaction and profitability (Simons & McLean-Parks, 2002). 
Research on outcomes of trust at the team level other than effectiveness indicators has 





The brief review above reveals that the research on trust in leaders at the 
individual level has flourished, while the research on team trust in leaders remains 
limited. Burke, Sims, Lazzarra, and Salas (2007) called for research to explicate the 
relationship among team trust in leaders, leadership, and team performance. A study by 
Schaubroeck and his colleagues (2011) provides one of the first efforts to examine these 
relationships, showing that the relationships between servant and transformational 
leadership and team performance are partially mediated by teams’ aggregate level of trust 
in their leaders.  
Research has not considered the role of consensus in trust in leaders on team 
outcomes. Likewise, the existing research has ignored the processes through which trust 
in leaders emerges as a team-level construct that becomes shared across team members. 
Exploring emergent processes and focusing on the leader behaviors that help to develop 
consensus should yield important insights into the formation of collective trust in leaders. 
This is important because when team members do not possess similar levels of trust in 
their leader, each team member has an idiosyncratic trust level and a collectively shared 
team trust does not emerge. In this case, the construct only resides at the individual level 
of analysis (Ostroff & Bowen, 2000). In contrast, when team members have sufficient 
consensus in their trust in a leader, the shared construct becomes meaningful at the team 
level and can exert its impact on team outcomes. By taking consensus in trust in leaders 
into account in the examination of team outcomes, additional insight into the link 
between trust in leaders and team outcomes can be gleaned.  
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Having briefly reviewed the state of the literature on trust in leaders at the 
individual and team levels, in the next chapter (Chapter 3), I turn to the research and 
theory on the emergence of unit-level constructs. An overarching goal of the present 
research is to show that incorporating concepts from the levels of analysis literature, with 
a focus on emergence, can help inform and broaden the research on trust in leaders at the 




Chapter 3. Theory and Research on Emergence 
Levels of analysis is a framework for examining organizational phenomena that 
are inherently nested within hierarchical levels (Klein, Dansereau, & Hall, 1994). The 
level of analysis refers to the focal unit for theory, measurement, analyses, and 
interpretation of results (Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999; Rousseau, 1985). Incorporating 
the levels of analysis framework is useful because the focus of this study is on the 
mechanisms through which individual team members’ trust in their leader comes to be 
shared so that a collective construct of team trust in leaders emerges at the team level. In 
this review, I discuss two issues from the levels approach: 1) the meaning of collective 
constructs and their consensus and 2) the emergence of collective constructs.  
Collective Constructs and Consensus 
Many constructs in organizational science exhibit emergent group effects, 
meaning that the construct at the higher level represents more than the sum of its parts at 
the lower level and can explain variance above and beyond that attributable to the lower 
level (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). Although collective constructs can take a wide range of 
forms (e.g., Kozlowski & Klein, 2000; Chan, 1998), Goldstein (1999) noted five 
characteristics:  
1) radical novelty (collective constructs have features that are not observed 
from their lower components); 
2) coherence or correlation (collective constructs are integrated wholes 
that can maintain themselves);  
3) global or macro level (collective constructs reside at a higher level than 
their components);  
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4) dynamical (collective constructs emerge over time as the system 
involves); and  
5) ostensive (collective constructs are observable).  
Moreover, some collective constructs have different relationships with other 
variables than their lower-level counterparts. Collective constructs can have different 
relationships with outcomes at the higher level than the analogous relationships at the 
lower-level. For example, Ostroff (1992) found that unit-level satisfaction had a positive 
relationship with unit-level performance, even though past research consistently indicates 
that the relationship at the individual level was weak. Even when the constructs at the 
higher and lower levels have similar functions, their underlying structures, or the way 
through which they lead to the outcomes, may differ (Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999). 
Further, collective constructs have been shown to affect lower-level outcomes above and 
beyond the effects of the analogous lower-level constructs (Schulte, Ostroff & Kinicki, 
2006; Spell & Arnold, 2007).  
While some constructs exist at higher level and can be assessed at that level 
through a single measurement at the higher level, many other constructs reside in 
individuals’ cognition, beliefs, behaviors, or attitudes such as perceptions of climate, 
feelings of commitment, or attributions about a leader. Trust as a psychological state 
resides within individuals. The level of measurement for such constructs starts with 
individuals. The individual-level measurements are then aggregated to the higher level to 
represent that construct at the higher level.  
In understanding aggregated, higher level constructs, a distinction between the 
mean level and consensus has been made (e.g., Lindell & Brand, 2000; Schneider, 
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Salvaggio, & Subirats, 2002). Lindell and Brandt (2000) explicate that the mean level can 
be understood as “the proximity of the group mean to the positive endpoint of the 
response scale” (p.333). That is, the mean reflects how “high” or “low” the aggregate 
score is. Consensus refers to the dispersion in group members’ scores around the mean 
(Chan, 1998; Lindell & Brandt, 2000). For purposes in this study, the mean level 
represents the collective level of members’ trust in their leader or how much members 
collectively trust their leader. Consensus represents the degree of variability or dispersion 
across members in their levels of trust in the leader, with low variability indicating higher 
consensus.  
Aggregated, higher level constructs can be compositional, meaning that there is a 
functional relationship between the higher level construct and its lower level counterpart, 
both of which refer to the same content (Chan, 1998). In this research, team trust in 
leaders is compositional because its definition specifies that trust in a leader resides in 
individual team members but it becomes a collective construct when team members agree 
on the levels of trust in their leader. Here, the agreement or the consensus among team 
members represents the form of the functional relationship between the individual and 
team level of trust in leaders, or the type of combinational process “by which the lower 
level construct is combined to form a higher level construct” (Chan, 1998, p. 235). Other 
key study variables, such as perceptions of leader attributes and behaviors, are also 
compositional because the perceptions of the leader originate from individuals and 
become team-level constructs when the perceptions are shared among team members. 
Composition models that entail the level of construct (e.g., level of trust) can take several  
forms—additive, direct consensus, and referent shift (Chan, 1998). In the additive model, 
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the mean level of collective constructs is meaningful regardless of the extent to which 
members share the lower-level construct. In other words, consensus or agreement is not a 
requirement for aggregated scores to represent a higher level construct in the additive 
model. Because the definitions of all collective constructs specify consensus in the 
present research, this model is not applicable in this study.  
Direct consensus models are predicated on the assumption that individuals within 
a unit share similar perceptions, attributes, feelings, or cognitions. That is, the direct 
consensus model considers the aggregated, collective construct to be meaningful only 
when there is sufficient consensus among the unit members on the analogous lower level 
construct (Chan, 1998). In this study, for the level of team trust in leaders, the direct 
consensus model is the most appropriate because trust in leaders resides at the individual 
level and, when the levels among members are sufficiently similar, individuals’ trust 
gives rise to team level, collective trust. Likewise, given that team level leader attributes 
and behaviors involves shared attributions about the leader across team members, a direct 
consensus model would be the appropriate compositional model for those constructs.  
Another compositional model suitable for the examination of the aggregate level 
of a collective construct is the referent shift consensus model (Chan, 1998). It is similar 
to the direct consensus model in that it requires similar responses among unit members, 
but the referent for the items refers to the unit as a whole instead of the individual. In this 
study, team open communication assumes the referent-shift consensus model because the 
definition of the construct is directed toward the team itself and focuses on the extent to 
which team members as a group openly communicates with one another. In other words, 
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since team communication only exists at the team level a referent shift model is more 
appropriate than a direct consensus model.  
As can be seen in the above discussion, demonstrating consensus is necessary to 
justify aggregation in both direct consensus and referent-shift consensus models. 
Consensus is represented by the within-unit agreement among members. When consensus 
is too low, the collective construct loses its shared meaning as members have dissimilar 
levels on the lower level construct (Klein, Cohn, Smith, & Sorra, 2001). In this case, the 
collective construct does not exit and only idiosyncratic levels of the lower construct can 
be related to individual outcomes (Ostroff & Bowen, 2000). Even when sufficient 
consensus to justify aggregation is demonstrated, some within-unit variation among 
members typically exists (Bliese & Halverson, 1998; Chan, 1998; Zohar & Luria, 2004). 
The extent of consensus can represent something meaningful about the unit and should be 
considered explicitly in organizational research (Schneider et al., 2002).  
While additive, direct consensus, and referent shift composition models pertain to 
the aggregate level (or the mean level) of collective constructs, dispersion models are 
concerned with the degree of consensus in the higher level construct. In dispersion 
models, the variable of interest is the extent to which members share similar levels of a 
lower level construct, or the degree of agreement on the lower level construct among unit 
members. Unlike the direct and referent-shift consensus models, a dispersion model 
focuses on differences in the amount of consensus between units, rather than differences 
in the mean levels between units. In the context of trust, some prior studies have shown 
that team members do not always agree on their levels of trust as evidenced by statistics 
that indicate the degree of agreement (Colquitt, LePine, Zapata, & Wild, 2011; De Jong 
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& Dirks, 2011; Gillespie, 2005). In the present research where consensus in trust in 
leaders concerns the similarity and differences in team members’ individual levels of 
trust in leaders, the dispersion model is most appropriate.  
The preponderance of studies at higher levels have focused on the level (or the 
aggregated mean) of the construct, rather than consensus. Only a small number of prior 
studies have examined both the mean level and consensus, such as in studies of 
organizational climate or leadership (e.g., Lindell & Brandt, 2000; Dickson, Resick & 
Hanges, 2006; Dawson, González-Romá, Davis, & West, 2008; Cole et al., 2011). These 
studies demonstrate the utility of considering consensus as well as the mean level.  . In 
the present research, team level of trust in leaders refers to the collective level of team 
members’ trust in leaders, provided that there is some level of agreement to justify 
aggregation (a direct consensus model). Consensus in trust in leaders refers to the degree 
of agreement in team members’ trust in leaders (a dispersion model). A key question is 
what leads to consensus, or how does a collective construct emerge (Kozlowski & Chao, 
in press).  
Emergent Processes 
The development of a collective construct from the lower level to the higher level 
is termed emergence. Emergence has been characterized as “the arising of novel and 
coherent structures, patterns, and properties during the process of self-organization in 
complex systems" (Goldstein, 1999, p.49). Kozlowski and Klein (2000) similarly 
describe emergence as “how the dynamics and interactions of lower-level elements 
unfold over time to yield structure or collective phenomena at higher levels” (p.16). 
These authors further explain the process:  
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…individuals in organizations do not exist in a vacuum. People in groups 
and sub-units are exposed to common features, events, and processes. 
They interact, sharing interpretations, which over time may converge on 
consensual views of the group (p. 10). 
Both factors in the system and from the actors within the system can trigger the 
emergence of a collective construct (Dansereau et al., 1999). However, not all individual 
level constructs emerge to become higher level, collective construct. Individuals do not 
always experience the same reality or have similar interpretations of the same reality 
(Bruner, 1957; Carley & Krackhardt, 1996, Moussavi & Evans, 1993). Social cognitive 
and social information processing theories (Bandura, 2001; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978) 
also predict that individuals have unique perceptions stemming from their own cognitions 
and experiences. It stands to reason that, due to differences in the system and in the 
actors, some groups or units achieve a higher degree of consensus while in other groups 
or units, members fail to converge in their perceptions, cognitions, or feelings. Variance 
within a collective construct, therefore, is a meaningful construct that needs to be 
examined in its own right to understand factors that are related to more or less variance in 
a collective construct (Ostroff & Fulmer, in press).. 
In organizational science, research has examined the processes by which a 
construct that resides within individual members can combine to emerge as a collective 
phenomenon at the higher level (House, Rousseau, Thomas-Hunt, 1995; Rousseau, 
1985). Emergent processes refer to factors that enable convergence so as to “combine and 
coalesce an individual-level construct to allow the collective construct to manifest” 
(Kozlowski & Chao, in press). Broadly defined, emergent processes can be categorized 
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into five groups: structure, leadership, homogeneity, communication and social 
interactions, and team processes. Within each group, research has identified a number of 
factors through which unit-level constructs can emerge (Ostroff et al., 2012). I review 
these accordingly.  
Structure. In terms of structure, factors such as team size, HR practices, work 
interdependence, job routinization, and job formalization have been related to the 
emergence of unit-level constructs (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Colquitt et al., 2002; Klein 
et al., 2001; Zohar & Luria, 2005). These factors can influence and constrain the effects 
of other emergent processes and how the emergence takes shape (Kozlowski & Chao, in 
press; Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999). This notion is akin to Lewin’s (1951) field theory, 
which posits that individuals’ behaviors are products of their personal characteristics and 
their environment. Emergence of a collective construct among lower-level units, in 
addition to being influenced by factors related to the construct, can be affected by broad, 
higher-level contextual and structural factors. However, research on structural variables 
as they relate to emergence has been limited and many studies have found weak effects 
(Ostroff et al., 2012).   
Leadership. In contrast, both theory and research have shown that that leadership 
plays a key role in emergence. Researchers have long suggested that unit leaders help in 
instilling shared meanings among unit members (Likert, 1967; McGregor, 1960; 
Naumann & Bennett, 2000; Smircich & Morgan, 1982) and leaders help transform 
independent individuals into a unit of interdependent members (Dansereau et al., 1999). 
As such, leaders have been called engineers of unit perceptions (Naumann & Bennett, 
2000) or meaning managers (Rentsch, 1990) because they can facilitate shared mental 
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models among team members (Marks, Zaccaro, & Mathieu, 2000). Despite the 
recognition of the role of leadership in emergence, the specific mechanisms are not well 
understood (Ostroff et al., 2012). Leadership is fundamentally a social influence process 
(Uhl-Bien, 2006) that involves persuasion (Hogan, Curphy, & Hogan, 1994) and 
communication of collective goals (Zaccaro, 2001). Indeed, leader informing behavior 
has been found to be related to team consensus in climate perceptions (González-Romá, 
Peiró, & Tordera, 2002). Further, leaders often have the power to reward desired 
behaviors (Yukl, Wall, & Lepsinger, 1990), which can be used to encourage members to 
develop collective goals, perceptions, and attitudes. Even when not actively promoting 
shared perceptions, leaders are constantly observed by team members. The visibility of 
the leader actions has been found to influence consensus in climate perceptions 
(Naumann & Bennett, 2000). To the extent that leaders behave consistently across 
situations and people, team members are more likely to share their perceptions of the 
organizational climate (Zohar & Luria, 2004).  
Homogeneity. Homogeneity refers to similarity in attributes, either at a surface or 
deep level (Harrison, Price, & Bell, 1998), among unit members. Surface level attributes 
refers to “overt, biological characteristics that are typically reflected in physical features” 
(p. 97); while deep level attributes refer to cognitions and emotions such as attitudes, 
values, and beliefs. Homogeneity is posited to influence consensus directly because 
people with similar attributes will be more likely to perceive the context in a similar 
manner, and indirectly because similarity enhances social interactions that can facilitate 
development of common views. These notions are founded in social categorization and 
identity theories (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987) and research on homophily 
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and unit demography (Tsui, Egan, & O’Reilly, 1992). In addition, Schneider and 
Reichers (1983) attribute the emergence of collective constructs largely to the attraction-
selection-attrition (ASA) process, which predicts that individuals gravitate toward, are 
selected by, and remain in organizations composed of similar others. Despite these 
theoretical propositions, studies examining the impact of homogeneity on consensus have 
yielded mixed results (e.g., Klein et al., 2001; Naumann & Bennett, 2000; Roberson & 
Colquitt, 2005).  
Communication and social interactions. Communication and social interaction 
is another group of factor that has been posited to promote uniform perceptions and 
attitudes (Ashforth, 1985). Schneider and Reichers (1983) propose that climate consensus 
forms in a manner similar to the process through which newcomers learn the 
organizational meanings of a workplace. The process can be understood through the 
social information processing (SIP) theory (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), which predicts 
that people rely on attitudes held by others to develop attitudes of their own, particularly 
when situations are novel or ambiguous. Communication and interactions among unit 
members thus provides opportunities for employees to check with one another about their 
attitudes and perceptions, which facilitates shared perceptions and attitudes as well as the 
emergence of collective constructs. Morgeson and Hofmann (1999) term the contacts, 
encounters, and interactions that ensue as “event cycles” and credit them to be the 
foundation for the emergence of collective constructs. Repeated over time, event cycles 
form a system of social structure that can enable the emergence of collective constructs.  
Some empirical support lends credence to the importance of social interaction and 
communication. For example, using a social network perspective, Zohar and Tenne-Gazit 
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(2008) supported the notion that network density (number of ties between people) and 
centralization influenced emergence of shared climate perceptions. Klein and her 
colleagues (2001) found that social interactions are positively related to group consensus. 
Using a network model, Newman, Hanges, Duan, and Ramesh (2008) showed that 
employee formal and informal communication networks influenced their consensus in 
organizational climate perceptions. Team interaction skills were also found to promote 
team consensus in the form of shared mental models about processes related to effective 
performance (Marks et al., 2000).   
Team processes. Related to homogeneity and communication, team processes are 
another category that influences emergence. Units such as teams represent a social 
system (Katz & Kahn, 1978) in which each member’s perception is influenced heavily by 
the attitudes and behaviors of other members. Members in a team that experience the 
same environment should develop attitudes and perceptions that are more similar to one 
another than to those of individuals who belong to different teams. Supporting this 
notion, research has demonstrated that members of a work team share similar 
interpretations of organizational climate, events, and perceptions of organizational values 
(González-Romá et al., 2002; Rentsch, 1990). Moreover, as team members tend to share 
mental models (Marks et al., 2000) and action synchronization (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003), 
collective perceptions, attitudes, and beliefs should be more likely to develop. Some 
empirical research has also examined the relationships between various team processes 
and emergence. For example, group cohesion has been found to be related to shared 




The brief review above on emergence reveals that it is a complex process that 
transforms an individual-level construct to a collective construct. Five groups of factors 
have been identified to facilitate emergence of unit level constructs and the degree of 
consensus among unit members, including structure, leadership, homogeneity, 
communication and social interactions, and team processes. Despite the theory and 
research on these emergent processes, few studies have compared the effects of multiple 
processes on a given collective construct. Zohar and Tenne-Gazit (2008) showed that 
both transformational leadership and team member network independently influence the 
emergence of safety climate at the team level. González-Romá and his colleagues (2002) 
found that leader informing behavior was positively related to agreement on work unit 
innovation, support, and goal orientation climates, while member social interaction was 
positively related to agreement on goal orientation and climates. Both leadership and 
team dynamics have been deemed particularly important in facilitating emergence within 
teams (Cole & Bedeian, 2007).  
While a small number of studies have included multiple factors in examining 
emergence of a collective construct, research is lacking in the context of trust. For a given 
construct, some of the factors may be more important than the others (Kozlowski & 
Chao, 2012), such that the set of factors differs across collective constructs. For example, 
the emergent processes important for a collective construct about a specific focal person, 
such as a leader, may be different from those important for a collective construct about a 
board context, such as organizational climate. There have been calls for examining the 
relative importance of different factors of emergence (Ostroff et al., 2012). Below, I use 
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the notions of event cycles (Morgeson & Hoffman, 1999) and target compatibility 
(Ajzen, 1988) to propose the factors that should be more important for the consensus in 
trust in leaders. I focus on the effects of leader behaviors and interactions with team 
members, team demographic diversity, and team open communication on the emergence 
of team trust in leaders. Building on the literature reviewed on levels of analysis in this 
Chapter and trust in leaders in Chapter 2, in the next chapter (Chapter 4) I turn to the 
theoretical model of the present research and present the hypotheses of this research.   
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Chapter 4. Building Team Trust in Leaders: Theoretical Model and Hypotheses 
Organizations are inherently multilevel systems with dynamic interplay among 
different hierarchical levels, and organizational science strives to grasp the complexities 
within organizations. Many constructs in organizational science reside at the individual 
level but can emerge to become a collective construct at higher levels. Despite the 
prevalence of these collective constructs, little is understood about how collective 
constructs emerge, when they emerge, and why they emerge. The lack of knowledge in 
this regard represents a major gap in understanding how organizations operate and 
function. Further, the majority of the extant research on emergence is cross-sectional 
(Kozlowski, 2012). Such research, while assuming emergence is fundamentally process-
oriented, nevertheless treats it as a static phenomenon (Kozlowski & Chao, in press). To 
examine the dynamics of emergence, or how the emergence of a collective construct 
develops over time, research that examines both the degree of and changes in consensus 
would be helpful in shedding light on the dynamic nature of emergence. The present 
research aims to provide insight into these questions by focusing on the topic of trust in 
leaders. 
Among the multitude of potential emergent factors, I focus on the factors related 
to leadership (leader behaviors and attributes) and social interactions (team 
communication and diversity) as both have been consistently posited to be key factors for 
emergence. Because interactions are considered critical for emergence (Kozlowski & 
Klein, 2000; Morgeson & Hoffman, 1999), emergent processes that involve behaviors 
and interactions should exert more influence on the emergence than other emergent 
factors, such as personal characteristics. At the same time, due to their hierarchical 
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position and role, leaders are responsible for facilitating a wide range of group processes 
and play a key role in helping unit members make sense of their organizational context 
(Schein, 2010). Further, based on the principle of compatibility (Ajzen, 1988) as 
explained below, an emergent process that is matched to the target of the emergent 
construct should be more important than an emergent process with a mismatched target. 
For example, leader behaviors as emergent processes match the target of the collective 
construct of trust in leaders, while other factors such as team communication and team 
diversity do not. Together, this suggests that leader behaviors that entail interactions 
between the leader and team members should be most critical.  
 In this chapter, I provide the rationales for three sets of hypotheses. First, I focus 
on changes in consensus in trust in leaders over time (Hypotheses 1 and 2). Second, I 
delineate the effects for emergent processes of different content (leader attributes vs. 
leader behaviors and interactions) and different targets (leader vs. team) on the degree of 
consensus concurrent to the emergent factors and changes in consensus in trust in leaders 
(Hypotheses 2 and 3). Third, I explore the main effect of consensus in trust in leaders on 
team performance and team voice behavior, after taking into account the mean level, as 
well as the interactive effect between consensus and mean level of trust in leaders 
(Hypotheses 4, 5, 6, and 7).  
Changes in Consensus over Time   
After the introduction of a new leader and changes in some of the members of the 
team, team members likely have idiosyncratic levels of trust in their leader and the 
process of emergence will need to take place to produce consensus in trust in the new 
leader among team members. Emergence has been described as a dynamic process 
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(Goldstein, 2001; Kozlowski & Chao, in press) whereby the level of analysis for a 
collective construct can shift over time (Dansereau et al., 1999). In its developing stage, 
an emergent construct takes shape from interdependent lower-level constructs that 
gradually become an organized collective to emerge as a higher-level construct. 
Emergence can be caused by factors that are endogenous, related to the actors, and 
exogenous, related to the environment (Dansereau et al., 1999). For trust, endogenous 
factors should be more important because of its focus on the dyadic relationship and the 
actors within a team (Hosmer, 1995; Mayer et al., 1995).  
A change of leadership and membership of the team are thus major endogenous 
factors that can influence the emergence of the collective trust in leaders. Members 
generally know little about their new leader’s behaviors and attributes when the leader is 
first assigned to the team, and because there have been few opportunities to observe, 
engage, and interact with the leader. In the absence of shared, common perceptions, 
individuals tend to rely on their personal attitudes and experience in forming perceptions 
and attitudes (Ostroff & Bowen, 2000). When team members have limited information 
about the leader’s style and behaviors, idiosyncratic perceptions of the leader are like ly to 
dominate and the team should have low consensus in trust in their leader. Over time, 
team members go through a sense-making process (Weick, 2001) as they attempt to 
develop further understanding of the leader.  
For trust in leaders, the sense-making process should be primarily driven by 
interactions with leaders because the psychological state of trust arises from the dyadic 
relationships between leaders and followers (Bower et al., 2000). On an individual basis, 
team members develop their perceptions of the leader from their individual interactions 
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with the leader (Klein & House, 1995). When leaders interact with all team members 
consistently, they fulfill a unique role in instilling shared perceptions among members 
(McGregor, 1960; Naumann & Bennett, 2000; Smircich & Morgan, 1982) that can 
facilitate the development of consensus among team members. Over time, as leaders have 
more opportunities to interact with each member, team members should develop 
increasingly similar levels of trust through repeated interaction cycles with the leader. In 
short, consensus in trust in leaders may not occur immediately after changes in leadership 
and membership. However, collective trust in leaders among team members could 
emerge when the new team leader has sufficient time to interact with the members.  
Hypothesis 1a: On average, consensus in trust in leaders will increase from 
shortly after leaders assume responsibility to several months later.   
Teams represent a social system (Katz & Kahn, 1978) in which members are 
under similar structural influences and have similar experiences (Edmondson, 1999). A 
large body of work has shown that group membership influences individuals’ 
perceptions, values, and attitudes (e.g., Festinger, 1954; Hofstede, 1998; Tajfel & Turner, 
1979; Turner, 1987). As noted above, for consensus in trust in leaders, team leaders are 
influential on the variation or agreement of members’ trust in the leader. Teams  may 
develop different degrees of consensus depending on how their leaders provide, interpret, 
and explain organizational information and events for the team members (Naumann & 
Bennett, 2000; Schein, 2010). Zohar and Luria (2005) found variation in consensus in 
safety climate between groups within a single organization, due to team leader discretion 
under the same context of organizational policies and procedures. In a similar vein, I 
argue that the effects of team leader and factors related to the leaders such as leader-
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member exchanges (LMX), communication with leaders, and behavior expectations can 
affect the degree of consensus in trust in leaders. As the tenure of leaders increases, teams 
may increasingly vary in the extent to which they coalesce in their trust in leaders. Hence, 
differences in the degree of consensus between teams should become larger over time. 
Hypothesis 1b: Variance between teams in consensus in trust in leaders will 
increase from shortly after leaders assume responsibility to several months later.   
Leader Behaviors vs. Attributes 
As noted in Chapter 3, several groups of processes have been identified to 
facilitate emergence of collective constructs. However, few studies have compared the 
effects of different emergent processes (see González-Romá, Peiró, & Tordera, 2002; 
Zohar & Tenne-Gazit, 2008 for exceptions) and theory is lacking on why some processes 
might be more important than others for a given collective construct. Research has also 
yet to be conducted with regard to emergent processes specific to the consensus in trust in 
leaders. When considering the relations of variables across levels of analysis, Kozlowski 
and Klein (2000) suggest that “the content underlying constructs at different levels has to 
have some meaningful connection” (p. 21). In this case, with the focus on consensus in 
trust in leaders, a meaningful commensurate connection would entail a focus on leaders 
as the key emergent factor. Leadership has also been consistently regarded as a critical 
factor in developing shared perceptions (Ostroff et al., 2012).   
Within the leadership literature, a distinction has been made between the trait and 
behavioral approaches to leadership. The proponents of the “great man” perspective 
argue that leadership is largely based on leader characteristics (Bennis & Nanus, 1997). 
In contrast, the behavioral approach focuses on how leaders act and treat followers. For 
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example, McGrath (1964) and Blake and Mouton (1964) posited that the purpose of 
leadership research is to understand what leaders do. Research that compares the two 
approaches has concluded that both have yielded significant insights for understanding 
effective leadership (Yukl, 1989; Antonakis, Cianciolo, & Sternberg, 2004; DeRue, 
Nahrgang, Wellman, & Humphrey, 2011).  
In considering the emergence and consensus in trust in leaders, I argue that the 
behavioral approach is more influential than the trait approach. Because trust has a 
relational component (Nooteboom et al., 1997; Tyler & DeGoey, 1996), leader behaviors 
that afford interactions between the leader and members should be particularly important 
for the formation of members’ trust in leaders. Compared to leader attributes, leader 
behaviors and interactions with leaders should be a more observable and salient factor in 
members’ perceptions of the trustworthiness of the leader, which in turn facilitates  
members’ coalescence around a common attitude about the leader .  
Moreover, in the levels of analysis literature, interactions have long been credited 
to be a key to emergence (e.g., Kozlowski & Klein, 2000; Kozlowski, 2012; Morgeson & 
Hofmann, 1999). In explaining the process of emergence, Kozlowski and Klein (2000) 
state: “A phenomenon is emergent when it originates in the cognition, affect, behaviors 
or other characteristics of individuals, is amplified by their interactions, and manifests as 
a higher-level, collective phenomenon” (p. 55, emphasis added). Likewise, Morgeson and 
Hofmann (1999) posit that event cycles, or ongoing contacts, encounters, and interactions 
among members, lead to the emergence of collective constructs. Therefore, consensus in 
trust in leaders should be influenced by leader attributes less so than by leader behaviors 
that afford interactions between the leader and team members, as such variables should 
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help promote consensus in perceptions, beliefs, feelings, and attitudes among team 
members. Indeed, leader behaviors, especially those that involve interactions with 
followers, have been found to be important for consensus in other areas, such as climate 
perceptions (Zohar & Luria, 2004). Below I describe the leader attributes and behaviors 
that will be examined.  
Leadership attributes. Since the typology of trustworthiness dimensions was 
offered by Mayer and his colleagues (1995), ability, integrity, and benevolence have been 
viewed as key to trust and widely examined (see Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012, for a 
summary). Leader ability and integrity can be construed as traits or general attributes in 
that a leader either possesses the attribute or does not. Leader benevolence can be 
inferred from leader showing concern, which entails interactive behavior on the part of 
the leader when the leader demonstrates concern for the welfare of a follower 
(McAllister, 1995; Mishra, 1996).  
Leader ability and integrity have been considered as keys to leader credibility 
(Hackman & Johnson, 1996; Yukl, 1998). Leader ability refers to the domain-specific 
competence of a leader (Mayer et al., 1995). Leader integrity refers to the extent to which 
leaders possesses principles of fairness and honesty (Mayer et al., 1995) and has been 
identified as an important feature of leadership (Kouzes & Posner, 1993). Leader ability 
and integrity have both been shown to be positively related to the level of trust in leaders 
at the individual level (Colquitt et al., 2007). These two leader attributes allow leaders “to 
engender trust and commitment of those who take their direction” (Ulrich, 1996, p. 215). 
However, I argue that these two leader attribute variables will be of relatively lesser 
importance for consensus because they do not directly entail interacting with followers. 
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In order for consensus in trust in leaders to emerge, leaders need to actively demonstrate 
key behaviors, role model, and interact with their team members.  
Leader behaviors. For leader behaviors that involve interactions between the 
leader and team members, I draw from those identified in recent work on servant 
leadership (Liden et al., 2008; Neubert, Kacmar, Carlson, Chonko, & Roberts, 2008; 
Walumbwa, Hartnell, & Oke, 2010), empowering leadership (Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & 
Drasgow, 2000; Srivastava, Bartol, & Locke, 2006), and the trust literature (Ferrin, Bligh, 
& Kohles, 2007; Langfred, 2004). Servant leadership and empowering leadership were 
selected for their suitability for research in the team context because they focus on both 
interactions with individual members and the team as a whole (Schaubroeck et al., 2011; 
Stewart, 2006). Both styles of leadership have been shown to influence trust in leaders at 
the individual level (e.g., Caldwell & Dixon, 2010; Van Dierendonck, 2011) and servant 
leadership has been linked to trust in leaders at the team level (Schaubroeck et al., 2011). 
With regard to the specific behaviors, showing concern has been positively linked to the 
level of trust in leaders (Korsgaard et al., 2002), leading by example has yet to be 
examined explicitly in relation to trust in leaders, and monitoring has been proposed to be 
either positively or negatively related to trust in leaders depending on contextual factors 
(Ferrin et al., 2007). This study focuses on their effects on the consensus in trust in 
leaders at the team level.  
Before turning to each leader behavior, it should be noted that the process through 
which these behaviors influence consensus in team trust in leaders among team members 
is largely due to attribution. Attribution refers to making sense of an event or a behavior, 
determining its causes, and forming perceptions (Hamilton, 1980; Heider, 1958). 
40 
Research has highlighted the role attribution plays in forming interpersonal trust (Ferrin 
& Dirks, 2003; Fulmer & Gelfand, in press). The three leader behaviors examined in this 
study involve interactions between the leader and the team members and observations of 
the leader from the team members. As team members observe consistent leader actions 
across situations and people, they should make similar attributions of the leader and 
hence develop similar levels of trust in the leader. Kelley’s (1967) covariation model 
proposes that individuals make attributions of others’ behavior based on three features—
distinctiveness, consistency, and consensus. Consistency is particularly relevant for the 
process through which the proposed leader behaviors influence consensus in trust in 
leaders. Consistency refers to reoccurrence of an event with a target person or a behavior 
of a target person. Naumann and Bennett (2000) found that, when team members had 
opportunities to observe leader behaviors reliably, it facilitated formation of uniform 
perceptions. Likewise, Zohar & Luria (2004) found that leader consistent demonstration 
of key behaviors was positively related to the degree of perception agreement. The 
impression of consistency in leader behaviors can further be bolstered through vicarious 
learning (Bandura, 1962), when team members observe the leader interact with other 
team members instead of interacting directly with the leader. To the extent that team 
members observe leader behaviors consistently across people and situations, they should 
be more likely to develop consensus in trust in the leader—a notion that is discussed with 
each of leader behaviors below.   
Leader showing concern. The leader behavior of showing concern is defined as 
“the act of showing sensitivity to others’ personal concerns” (Liden et al., 2008, p.162). 
Individual members can be direct recipients of leader concern, meaning that the leader 
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shows that he or she actively keeps the member’s interests in mind. As noted earlier, trust 
in a leader arises from the dyadic relationship between a leader and a follower, which is 
related to the notion of LMX (Bower et al., 2000). Recent studies indicate that the degree 
of differentiation in LMX can vary across leaders such that some leaders establish similar 
relationships among their followers while others can differ substantially in their 
relationships with their followers (e.g., Boies & Howell, 2006; Liden, Erdogan, Wayne, 
& Sparrowe, 2006; Hooper & Martin, 2008). To the extent that leaders are high on 
average LMX and concern for the team members, they should treat team members 
similarly and facilitate the development of the consensus in trust in leaders among 
members. When members are not the direct recipients of leader concern, they can 
observe a leader’s concern for fellow members. This vicarious learning (Bandura, 1962) 
should also help team members develop consensus with their follow members on trust in 
the leader. As members’ observations indicate that a leader shows concern consistently 
over time and over people, leaders showing concern should facilitate the emergence of a 
collective attribute about the trustworthiness of the leader, and members’ agreement on 
the leader’s trustworthiness should increase over time.  
Further, when leaders demonstrate concern, they are able to foster positive 
relationships with the team members (Klauss & Bass, 1982). High quality leader-member 
relationships have been linked to greater consensus among followers in climate 
perceptions as “there should be more opportunities for sharing and explaining perceptions 
across a broad array of relevant contextual stimuli” (Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989, p. 
548). The link between leader showing concern and team consensus is further indicated 
by research demonstrating that supportive leadership is related to group cohesion at the 
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team level (Greene & Schriesheim, 1980) and that high average LMX in a team is related 
to member agreement on their perceptions of the organizational policies and procedures 
(Ford & Seer, 2006). House (1971) posits that leader demonstrating consideration can 
result in social support among team members. When a team has positive team dynamics 
such as cohesion and support, team members should be more likely to agree with one 
another on their levels of trust in the leader.   
In contrast, when a leader has a low average level of concern in team members, 
the concern team members receive from the leader may not be consistent across 
situations and individuals. This should hinder team members from developing a high 
consensus in the trust in their leader. Related to this idea, LMX differentiation has been 
shown to be positively linked to conflicts among team members (Boies & Howell, 2006). 
Further, the lack of consideration also lowers the quality of interactions that team 
members have with their leader, which decreases opportunities for explanations and 
interpretation of organizational information and events from the leader (Kozlowski & 
Doherty, 1989) and lowers positive team dynamics (Greene & Schriesheim, 1980). 
Therefore, the attitudes of the team members should be less likely to converge with each 
other over time when the leader shows little concern for team members and, hence, the 
degree of consensus in their levels of trust in the leader should be lower. To the extent 
that people are either directly or vicariously experiencing a leader’s demonstration of 
concern, team members should have increasingly similar attributions about the leader 
over time. Leader showing concern is thus predicted to positively relate to the degree of 
consensus in trust in leaders and to the emergence of consensus in trust in leaders over 
time.  
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Leading by example. Arnold, Arad, Rhodes, and Drasgow (2000) define leading 
by example as “a set of behaviors that show the leader’s commitment to his or her own 
work as well as the work of his/her team members” (p. 254). Theory and research suggest 
that employees tend to perceive leaders as role models (e.g., Dickson et al., 2001; Schein, 
1990). While leading by example does not entail direct interaction in the forms of 
conversations and activities between leaders and followers, it has an interactional 
component as leaders demonstrate to their team members how to behave and what is 
expected through actions rather than words.  
In the theory of causal attribution, response consistency across situations is 
deemed a key in forming internal attributions (Kelley, 1967). These stable perceptions of 
the leader should in turn facilitate team members’ agreement on the attitudes, including 
trust, toward the leader. As team members constantly observe their leaders, one of the 
ways through which leaders can “engineer” similar perceptions among team members 
(Naumann & Bennett, 2000) is by enactment of exemplary behaviors. Research has 
indicated that when leader behaviors are consistent with the organizational priority such 
that the leader is enacting the espoused values, their team members have a higher 
agreement in their climate perceptions (Zohar & Luria, 2004). Further, the effect of 
consistency should be stronger over time as team members have increased opportunities 
to observe the leader’s modeling behaviors, as consistency is inferred when responses are 
consistent over time (Kelley, 1967). Thus, I expect that the leader behavior of leading by 
example should facilitate consensus and changes in consensus in trust in leaders. 
Leader monitoring. Adapting from Langfred (2004), leader monitoring in this 
study refers to a leader’s surveillance and awareness of team members’ activities. The 
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relationship between trust and monitoring has proven to be complex. While some 
research has connected it negatively to trust at the individual level (Bromiley & 
Cummings, 1995; Creed & Miles, 1996; McAllister, 1995), other research has suggested 
its effect depends on the context such that a positive link to trust at the individual level 
can be expected when monitoring is deemed appropriate (Ferrin et al., 2007). Regardless 
of its effect on the level of trust, I propose that leader monitoring is likely to increase 
consensus in trust in leaders among team members.  
The effect of monitoring on consensus in trust in leaders can occur via two 
mechanisms. First, when a leader monitors team members’ progress of team tasks, the 
behavior serves to coordinate team members and direct their attention toward the 
collective goals (Zaccaro, 2001). Leaders are in the position to encourage desired 
behaviors, such as those contributing to the collective goals, and discourage undesired 
ones that are distracting from the collective goals (Yukl et al., 1990). As team members 
jointly focus on their team’s goals, the shared sense of being part of a collective should 
help them develop consensus in their perceptions and attitudes toward the leader, 
including their levels of trust in the leader.  
Second, because leaders who monitor seek to ensure that everyone in the team 
fulfills their duties and meets their deadlines, the team as a whole is treated similarly. 
Leader monitoring thus signals consistency across people, which in turn engenders 
uniform team perceptions (Kelley, 1967). In the team-level justice literature, research has 
suggested the link between Leventhal’s consistency rule of justice (1980) whereby 
procedural justice is doled out similarly for each individual and the agreement of unit 
members’ justice climate perceptions (Colquitt et al., 2002). Further, when team 
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members observe the leader monitoring other team members, the vicarious learning 
should also contribute to similar perceptions of the leader. The effect of similar treatment 
of all team members should promote a high degree of consensus in trust in leaders and, as 
team members have more opportunities to observe their leader engagi ng in monitoring, 
lead to an increase in consensus over time. Therefore, leader monitoring should be 
positively related to the degree of consensus and changes in consensus in members’ trust 
in leaders.  
Hypothesis 2a: The leader behaviors of leading by example, showing concern, 
and monitoring will be related to consensus in trust in leaders and will show 
stronger relationships with consensus than the leader attributes of ability and 
integrity.  
Hypothesis 2b: The leader behaviors of leading by example, showing concern, 
and monitoring, will be related to a change in consensus in trust in leaders and 
will show a greater change in consensus than the leader attributes of ability and 
integrity. 
Emergent Process and Consensus Target Match 
In addition to differentiating between leader attributes and leader behaviors, 
another distinction that may determine whether an emergent process is more or less 
relevant is whether it matches the target of the collective construct. Within the levels of 
analysis theory, Kozlowski and Klein (2000) suggest that the content underlying 
constructs at the lower and higher levels should be meaningfully related to exhibit a 
strong relationship. Extending their rationale, I argue that the emergent processes 
between the lower level and higher level constructs should also be meaningfully related 
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to the constructs. One implication is that the processes that facilitate emergence should 
also refer to the same target of the emergent construct.  
For collective constructs targeted to a broad context, such as organizational 
climate, both factors related to leaders’ and members’ behaviors and interactions can 
influence the emergence of shared perceptions, as they convey information about what is 
valued, rewarded, and expected in the organization (Ostroff et al., 2012). For example, 
Newman and his colleagues (2008) have shown that employee social processes influence 
the agreement in their organizational climate perceptions, and Zohar and Luria (2004) 
have found that leader behavior consistency is related to the agreement in employee 
safety climate perceptions. However, the matching of the target between emergent 
processes and collective constructs should become more specific and critical when the 
target is a focal person. In other words, when considering a collective construct that is 
related to a single narrow target like a person, target match should be important such that 
behaviors of the target and interactions with the target should play a particularly relevant 
role in influencing consensus. The theory and research on person perceptions have 
highlighted that factors related to the target person are key to impression formation (e.g., 
Gilbert, 1989; Trope, 1986). Therefore, for the consensus in trust in leaders, behaviors 
and interactions that are directed toward the target of trust—in this case the leader—
should be more important than general behaviors and interactions.  
To support this notion, I draw on the principle of compatibility (Ajzen, 1988), in 
which a relationship between two variables of the same target will be stronger than that 
between two variables of different targets. The relationship between two variables of a 
matched target is expected to be strong due to belief congruence (Rokeach, Smith, & 
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Evans, 1960), in that the beliefs and considerations activated in two contexts are similar 
(Ajzen & Sexton, 1999; Ajzen, 2012). A change in context may elicit different beliefs 
and considerations, and it is difficult for people to attend to and elaborate on conflicting 
thoughts (Hovland & Weiss, 1953). Thus, I predict that the emergent processes that are 
related to leadership should be relatively more important for consensus in trust in leaders 
than the emergent processes that are related to team process. I selected two team process 
factors—team open communication and team demographic diversity—to examine their 
effects on the consensus in trust in leaders. Again, the proposition will be examined with 
the degree of consensus and changes in consensus in trust in leaders over time.  
Team open communication. Team open communication refers to the extent to 
which team members feel that the team as a whole encourages and listens to members’ 
input (Barry & Stewart, 1997). Open communication affords opportunities for team 
members to gain personal knowledge about each other, remove uncertainty and concern, 
and develop positive experience and expectations about fellow team members. However, 
because team open communication pertains to interactions among team members rather 
than with the leader, it should be less influential in engendering consensus in trust in the 
leader than specific leader behaviors. Based on the principle of compatibility (Ajzen, 
1988), the relationship between emergent factors and consensus of a collective construct 
should be stronger when they refer to a common target. Further, as noted earlier, trust in 
the leader is based on a dyadic relationship between a leader and a follower (Bower et al., 
2000). In their description of team members’ perceptions of the leader, Klein and House 
(1995) contend that members should individually perceive the leader’s behavior 
depending on the relationships between the leader and each of the team members. 
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Consensus forms when team members develop similar levels of trust in the leader based 
on their individual exchange and relationship with the leader. Communication among 
team members about the leader and knowledge about the level of trust other members 
have in the leader might prompt an individual member to attend more to leader behaviors 
and their own interactions with the leader in order to gauge their own level of trust. 
Consensus in trust in leaders should be directly influenced by leader behaviors, the 
interactions between the leader and team members, rather than communication among 
team members. 
Team demographic diversity. As discussed in Chapter 3, homogeneity of the 
unit members has been proposed to facilitate unit consensus directly through similar 
perceptions arising from common attributes and characteristics, and indirectly through 
positive interactions, as individuals tend to prefer similar others (Roberson & Colquitt, 
2005; Schneider & Reichers, 1983; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Tsui et al., 1992). Research 
has indeed shown that demographic diversity is negatively related to communication 
among members (Brass, 1995; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998) and is positively related to 
unit conflict (Jackson et al., 1991; Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999). Research has further 
demonstrated the link between demographic diversity and attitude diversity (Harrison et 
al., 1998). Despite this rationale, empirical evidence for the link between diversity and 
consensus has been inconsistent and often weak (e.g., Klein et al., 2001; Naumann & 
Bennett, 2000).  
With regard to the consensus in trust in leaders, I again draw on the principle of 
compatibility (Ajzen, 1988) and predict that the demographic diversity of team members 
would exert little influence on the emergence and degree of consensus in trust in leaders 
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because the two variables refer to different targets (team members vs. leader). Diversity 
in teams is more likely to affect affiliation and group dynamics (Kanter, 1977), in part 
because of the matched target. It is possible that diversity in teams could influence dyadic 
relationships with the leader and team members and, hence, trust in the leader. However, 
the leader who shows concern, monitors, and leads by example with individuals and 
towards the team as a whole (where members can either experience it themselves or 
vicariously) should be more influential in consensus in trust in the leader than diversity in 
team members. Therefore, I propose that team demographic diversity should be a less 
relevant predictor of consensus in trust in leaders.  
Hypothesis 3a: Leader leading by example, showing concern, and monitoring will 
be related to consensus in trust in leaders and will show stronger relationships 
with consensus than team demographic diversity and open communication. 
Hypothesis 3b: Leader leading by example, showing concern, and monitoring will 
be related to a change in consensus in trust in leaders and will show a greater 
change in consensus than team demographic diversity and open communication. 
Outcomes of Team Consensus 
Two team outcomes, team performance and team voice behaviors, were examined 
in relation to the degree of consensus and changes in consensus in trust in leaders over 
time. As reviewed in Chapter 2, team performance and other related bottom-line 
measures have been consistently examined as a key outcome of the mean level of trust in 
leaders at the unit level (Davis et al., 2000; Dirks, 2000; Simons & McLean-Parks, 2002). 
Given these findings, it is important to extend past research to examine whether 
consensus in trust in leaders also influences team performance. Team voice behavior was 
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selected because trust is a relational construct (Nooteboom et al., 1997; Tyler & DeGoey, 
1996), and the willingness to speak up has been described as a form of interpersonal risk 
people take in their social relationships (Burks, Sims, Lazzara, & Salas, 2007; 
Edmondson, 1999). Voice has been examined at the team level and shown to drive how 
teams operate and function (Edmondson, 2003; Morrison, Wheeler-Smith, & Kamdar, 
2011). However, research on trust in leaders and voice has been limited to the individual 
level (Premeaux & Bedeian, 2003), as the existing research on team trust in leaders has 
yet to explore outcomes other than performance and turnover (Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). 
The present research explores their relationship at the team level of analysis and in 
relation to consensus.  
Main Effects 
The main effects of consensus in trust in leaders on team performance and team 
voice behavior are discussed first. Consensus by itself represents factors related to 
member agreement and the extent of similar experiences, in addition to factors related to 
the collective construct (Lindell & Brant, 2000; Schneider et al., 2002). The effects of 
consensus may be positive or negative depending on the outcomes (Harrison & Klein, 
2007). In this study, I propose that consensus in trust in leaders is positively related to 
team performance and negatively related to team voice behavior.       
Main effect on team performance. The mean level of trust at the unit has been 
linked to unit performance (Davis et al., 2000; Dirks, 2000; Simons & McLean-Parks, 
2002). I propose that consensus in trust in leaders will have an independent effect on 
team performance beyond the effect of the mean level of trust in leaders. Consensus in 
trust in leaders itself, regardless of the level of trust being high or low, is a meaningful 
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construct in that it indicates team dynamics and dynamics with leader, in addition to the 
factors related to trust in leaders. Consensus can therefore be viewed as an indication of 
the social context of a team (Bliese & Britt, 2001; Bliese & Halverson, 1998). For 
example, team members are in a very different social environment when everyone agrees 
that they trust their leader a moderate amount compared to when half trust the leader 
completely while the other half do not trust the leader at all. In these two scenarios, the 
mean level of team trust in the leader is the same, but the former has higher consensus 
than the latter. The social context of these two teams should be very different.  
Social influence theory (Festinger, 1950) posits that members in a team rely on 
one another for information to make sense of their environment and that members are 
motivated to achieve consensus in their attitudes and perceptions. Whether the mean level 
of team trust in leaders is high or low, consensus constitutes a type of social context that 
exerts normative and informational influences on team members that convey an 
expectation of the leader and team members (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955; Firebaugh, 1979). 
Consensus and its normative influences are expected to facilitate the team’s coordination 
and cooperation. Interpersonal liking arising from similar attitudes shared by team 
members should further facilitate cooperation (Byrne, 1971). Indeed, research has found 
that teams who share similar attitudes are more likely to be cooperative and to sustain a 
norm of cooperation than teams who do not share similar attitudes (Gächter & Thöni, 
2005). Further, research has linked team member schema agreement to team 
effectiveness (Rentsch & Klimoski, 2001). Together, these findings suggest that when the 
degree of consensus in trust in leaders is high, the team should have higher performance. 
Similar positive benefits should likewise occur when team members increasingly agree 
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with one another’s perceptions and attitudes about their leader over time. Therefore, 
teams with high consensus and teams with a large increase in consensus in trust in leaders 
should exhibit better performance than teams with low consensus or a small increase in 
consensus in trust in leaders, even after taking into account the effect of the level of team 
trust in leaders.  
Hypothesis 4a: Consensus in trust in leaders will be positively related to team 
performance above and beyond the effect of the mean level of team trust in 
leaders. 
Hypothesis 4b: Increased consensus in trust in leaders will be related to team 
performance above and beyond the effect of the mean level of team trust in 
leaders. 
Main effect on voice behavior. Voice has been described as “the discretionary 
communication of ideas, suggestions, or opinions intended to improve organizational or 
unit functioning” (Morrison, Wheeler-Smith, & Kamdar, 2011, p. 183). Among the 
various predictors of employee voice behavior, leaders play a particularly influential role 
because of their ability to effect employee outcomes (Edmondson, 2003; Walumbwa et 
al., 2009). Recent work has examined voice at the unit level of analysis, focusing on the 
notion of voice climate, or the extent to which unit members share their perceptions about 
voice behavior (e.g., whether it is encouraged or efficacious; Frazier & Bowler, 2012; 
Morrison et al., 2011). In this research, I focus on team voice behavior, which refers to 
the extent to which members in a team collectively engage in the discretionary 
communication of speaking up and offering opinions and suggestions.  
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I propose that consensus in trust in leaders will be negatively related to team voice 
behavior above and beyond the effect of the level of team trust in leaders. As noted 
above, consensus forms a social context in teams (Bliese & Britt, 2001; Bliese & 
Halverson, 1998). While consensus can be beneficial and may reflect a positive team 
dynamic, a high level of consensus can also be perceived as a strong situation (Mischel, 
1973) that produces uniform perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors. The notion of 
groupthink (Janis, 1972) describes the situation in which team members are reluctant to 
raise issues that may be construed as dissent. Groupthink is less likely to occur when a 
team is less cohesive and in the absence of a strong psychological drive for consensus 
(Janis, 1972; Esser, 1998). Therefore, when team members do not agree on their levels of 
trust in the leader, the low consensus may make it more likely for team members to voice 
their opinions and suggestions without the concern that they would appear to challenge 
the status-quo. In contrast, in a strong situation when the consensus in trust in leaders is 
high, team members are likely to avoid instigating changes because of the sense of 
sharedness and the motivation to maintain cohesiveness, regardless of the mean level of 
trust in the leader.  
Hypothesis 5a: Consensus in trust in leaders will be negatively related to team 
voice behavior above and beyond the effect of the mean level of team trust in 
leaders.  
Hypothesis 5b: Increased consensus in trust in leaders will be negatively related 




Interaction between Mean Level and Consensus 
 The constructs of mean level and consensus each tap different mechanisms. The 
mean level concerns the amount of trust, on average, team members place on the leader, 
while consensus concerns factors inherent in the dynamics of the team. Because the mean 
level and consensus are distinct but related to each other, it is important to take both 
factors and their interaction into account when considering outcomes. The majority of 
research and theory to date proposes that consensus coupled with a higher mean level is 
generally better than consensus coupled with a low mean (i.e., relationship between mean 
and outcome is stronger with higher consensus) because not only is the mean level high 
but the group dynamic, evidenced through consensus, is also strong (Dickson et al., 2006; 
Lindell & Brandt, 2000). The relationship between mean and outcomes with lower 
consensus should be weaker because the group dynamic is low and a higher level variable 
does not strongly exist. However, theory and research to date have focused on climate 
(Dickson et al., 2006; Lindell & Brandt, 2000; Naumann & Bennett, 2000), and the 
nature of interaction for trust may differ because it focuses on a focal individual and, 
more specifically, the role of a leader in a team, rather than the broader context in which 
individuals function and perform. Further, the nature of interaction can also depend on 
the types of outcomes, as not all outcomes are related to group dynamics similarly. As 
types of emergent processes can differ for different types of collective constructs, the 
nature of interaction may also differ for different types of collective constructs and 
outcomes. 
Interactive effect on team performance. In addition to exerting a main effect, 
consensus in trust in leaders and changes in consensus may interact with the mean level 
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in influencing team performance. The relationship between the level of team trust in 
leaders and team performance may depend on the degree of consensus in trust in leaders. 
As discussed in the review in Chapter 2, the number of studies that have examined the 
relationship between the level of team trust in leaders and team performance remains 
small. Further, consensus and its potential interaction with the mean level of trust have 
not been explored.    
I hypothesize that higher consensus in trust in leaders and an increase in 
consensus will be related to higher team performance regardless of the level of team trust 
in leaders. As noted above, when team members have similar attitudes, they are more 
likely to experience positive affect, cooperate with each other, and the team effectiveness 
and performance should be higher (e.g., Byrne, 1971; Festinger, 1950; Gächter & Thöni, 
2005; Rentsch & Klimoski, 2001; Marks et al., 2000). Even when members share similar 
levels of low trust, their convergence in low trust in their leader likely reflects some 
coalescence among group members that can foster higher team performance.   
  However, the relationship between the mean level of trust in the leader and team 
performance may be more strongly affected by low consensus. The paradigm of 
attraction-selection-attribution (ASA; Schneider, 1987) suggests that, while high 
interpersonal congruence among organizational members increases employee attitudinal 
outcomes, it may undermine the long-term fitness of an organization. Indeed, some 
disagreement among individuals has been found to be related to higher creativity and 
team performance (Carnevale & Probst, 1998; Jehn, 1995; Van Dyne & Saavedra, 1996). 
At the same time, disagreement and low consensus can also lead to negative 
consequences and lower performance (e.g., De Dreu & Weingart, 2003). The potentially 
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positive and negative consequences of disagreement for group functioning and, 
ultimately, performance may depend on the level of trust in leaders. For a team to 
function well, a basis for coordination is needed (Zaccaro, Rittman, & Marks, 2001). One 
of the main purposes of leadership is to coordinate members to ensure the team 
accomplishes its collective goals (Zaccaro, 2001). When team members collectively trust 
the leader, the shared trust should serve to direct members’ effort toward collective goals 
(Dirks & Skarlicki, 2004). When a leader cannot fulfill this function due to the members’ 
low trust in the leader and when members do not agree on their levels of trust in leaders, 
it would be difficult for team members to coordinate and work toward collective goals. In 
contrast, relatively higher levels of trust in the leader would allow for the benefits of 
some disagreement to be realized as the leader can help coordinate some divergence 
among members in a way that enhances performance.   
Hypothesis 6a: Consensus in trust in leaders will interact with the mean level of 
team trust in leaders in the relationship to team performance. The relationship 
between the mean level of trust and team performance will be stronger when 
consensus is low than when consensus is high.  
Hypothesis 6b: Increased consensus in trust in leaders will interact with the mean 
level of team trust in leaders in the relationship to team performance. The 
relationship between the mean level of trust and team performance and will be 
stronger with positive changes in consensus.   
Interactive effect on team voice behavior. Moreover, as with team performance, 
I predict an interactive effect between the mean level and consensus in trust in leaders on 
team voice behavior. As discussed earlier, when the consensus in trust in leaders is low, 
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regardless of the level of team trust in leaders, team members should be more likely to 
engage in voice behavior. Low consensus indicates a weaker situation with a lower sense 
of cohesiveness and less pressure for groupthink, increasing the likelihood that team 
members will engage in voice behavior collectively.  
However, the relationship between the mean level of trust in leaders and voice 
should be affected more strongly when consensus is high.  When a team’s level of trust in 
the leader is high, team members should experience a sense of psychological safety 
within the team context and be more willing to take interpersonal risk (Burks et al., 2007; 
Edmondson, 1999). Engaging in voice behavior, such as raising sensitive issues and 
challenging status-quo, is one type of such risk (LePine & Van Dyne, 1998). To the 
extent that team members share high trust in their leader, thereby feeling safe and 
believing their leader would not punish them for speaking up (LePine & Van Dyne, 1998; 
Milliken, Morrison, & Hewlin, 2003), they should be more likely to engage in voice 
behavior than when they collectively share low trust in their leader. A collective state of 
low trust in the leader should create particularly low psychological safety (Burks et al., 
2007) and high uncertainty (Colquitt et al., 2007) about how the leader will react to ideas 
and opinions, whereby decreasing the likelihood that team members engage in voice 
behavior collectively. Therefore, higher consensus will have a stronger impact on the 
relationship between the mean level of trust and voice.   
Hypothesis 7a: Consensus in trust in leaders will interact with the mean level of 
team trust in leaders in the relationship to team voice behavior. The relationship 
between the mean level of trust and team performance will be stronger when 
consensus is higher. 
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Hypothesis 7b: Increased consensus in trust in leaders will interact with the mean 
level of team trust in leaders in the relationship to team voice behavior. The 
relationship between the mean level of trust and team performance will be 
stronger with positive changes in consensus.  
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Chapter 5. Method 
In this section, I discuss the methodology used for this research. I first describe 
the organizational context and the procedure for data collection, followed by a 
description of the study sample and measures. Aggregation statistics and the analysis plan 
are also discussed.   
Organizational Context  
The research was conducted at a large military academy in the United States. 
Participants were officers-in-training in preparation for a career in military service while 
pursuing an academic degree at the same time. The participants are organized into teams, 
called squads, which in turn are nested within platoons and companies. Each squad 
consists of 10-12 members and a squad leader. At the beginning of each semester, a new 
squad leader is assigned to each squad. In addition, approximately one-quarter of a 
squad’s membership changes, with senior squad members moving to positions elsewhere 
in the military organization while new, inexperienced individuals joining the squad. 
Squad members and leaders receive regular active-duty benefits and pay that are 
commensurate with their rank. Upon graduation, they are appointed to officer positions in 
the military. Because of this, their experience at the academy is structured as an 
immersion program that involves duties and activities on campus that are similar to those 
of full-time officers in the military. They also spend time engaging in active military 
units during their tenure at the institution.    
Procedure 
Three waves of survey data were collected between September and December, 
2011. In addition, archival data collected by the institution, including demographic 
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information and objective individual performance indicators, were matched to 
respondents. For each wave of data collection, squad members and squad leaders were 
invited to participate through an organization-wide email sent by a higher ranking active-
duty military officer at the institution. The surveys were administered by the research 
office on the institutional intranet. Participants accessed the survey at a time and place of 
their choice and were given 7 to 10 days to complete the survey, with two reminders sent 
during that period.  Each survey took approximately 10-15 minutes to complete. Surveys 
included measures of trust in leaders, trust in teams, perceptions of leader’s attributes and 
behaviors, team processes, and team outcomes. Data for other purposes, including 
understanding squad member attitudes and experiences, were also collected during these 
surveys. 
Participation in the research was voluntary and confidential. It was, however, not 
anonymous in that participants were asked to provide their military identification number 
so that the research office could match survey responses across time and to the archival 
data. At that point, the research office generated random participant identification 
numbers, removing personal identifying information before providing the researchers 
access to the data. The archival objective performance and demographic data was 
obtained for each responding squad member and squad leader. Time 1 (T1), the first data 
collection, began four weeks after the introduction of new leadership and changes in 
some membership in squads. Therefore, squad members had limited time to interact with 
their squad leader and with the newly added squad members. T1 data provided the initial 
baseline measure of squad members’ trust in their squad leaders, consensus in trust, 
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squad members’ history with the squad leaders, and their perceptions of the squad 
leaders’ reputation.  
Time 2 (T2), the second data collection, occurred two months later. At this time, 
squad members had interacted with their new squad members and new squad leaders for 
approximately three months. Squad members assessed leadership attributes, leadership 
behaviors, and team processes in the T2 surveys. They also provided measures of trust i n 
squad leaders and trust in their other team members.   
Time 3 (T3), the third data collection, began about two weeks after the 
completion of the T2 surveys when squad members and their leaders had interacted for 
more than three months. Both squad members and squad leaders participated in T3. The 
survey for squad members measured their trust in squad leaders and their perception of 
squad outcomes. Squad leaders assessed squad performance. T3 data collection was 
designed to occur two weeks after T2 to reduce the response bias problem between the 
final assessment of trust in leaders at T3 and the leader attributes and behaviors and team 
measures that were collected at T2. Research has indicated that a short time delay can 
help mitigate response bias (e.g. Ostroff, Kinicki, & Clark, 2002).   
Following the three waves of data collection, squad members and squad leaders 
were asked to report the demographic composition of their squads in terms of gender and 
ethnicity. This follow-up data collection was conducted because the institution was not 
able to provide demographic data at the level of squads. The multiple waves of data 
collection provided a unique opportunity to examine the leadership and team variables 
that contributed to the emergence of trust in leaders.   The design of temporal separation 
among different measures also reduced the threat of common method bias, which is 
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exacerbated when using aggregated data (Ostroff et al., 2002; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 
Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Despite these advantages, the multiple waves of data collection 
also posed unique challenges. The most substantial obstacle was an unscheduled 
shutdown of the institutional intranet four days after the T3 survey had been announced. 
The survey files could not be recovered promptly which forced the T3 survey to close 
earlier than scheduled and limited the number of responses during T3 data collection. 
Sample 
All three waves of surveys were sent to 2,960 squad members and T3 surveys 
were also sent to 360 squad leaders. Across the three waves, complete data were collected 
from 1596 squad members from 360 squads, with a response rate of 54%. In addition, T3 
data also included responses from 146 squad leaders, with a response rate of 40.6%. 
However, due to aggregation issues discussed below, the final, usable sample is 
considerably smaller.  
The unit of analysis in this research is squads. The squad level was chosen after 
consultation with officers at the institution who indicated that the squad level is most 
salient and meaningful for squad member identity and relations with the leader and team. 
Bliese and Halverson (1998) found that with a minimum of five members per team, 
reliability of aggregate scores as indexed by ICC2 begins to stabilize. However, due to 
the changing response rates and respondents across surveys, there were few squads with 
at least five respondents across all time periods. The sample size for the number of teams 
became acceptable with the cutoff of a minimum of three or four members. The number 
of squads with a minimum of three members is 105; whereas the number of squads with a 
minimum of four members is 46. The aggregation statistics across the two cutoffs 
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(minimum of three vs. minimum of four) were highly comparable. Therefore, the cutoff 
of a minimum of three was chosen as it yielded a higher number of teams and more 
statistical power. Results reported in Chapter 6 were derived from squads with three or 
more members. Identical data analyses were also conducted using the cutoff of a 
minimum of four and the pattern of results was highly similar.  
Using the cutoff of a minimum of three per squad, the respondents included in the 
final sample were 719 squad members from 105 squads from 3 waves of data collection. 
Across waves, the average number of responding squad members was 4.36. The final 
sample for each wave varied, as not all squad members participated in all waves of 
surveys. From the 105 squads, 554 squad members completed T1 (M=5.28 members per 
squad), 476 squad members completed T2 (M=3.58 members per squad), and 443 squad 
members completed T3 (M=4.22 members per squad).1 The final sample also includes 
data from a total of 45 squad leaders across 3 waves whose responses could be matched 
with the squads with at least 3 responding members.    
Sample characteristics. Of the 719 squad members from the final sample, 20% 
were female, 4% were African American, 4% were Asian American or Pacific Islander, 
13% were Hispanic, 70% were Caucasians, and 9% belonged to other ethnic categories, 
selected multiple categories, or did not report. The age range of the final sample was 
between 18 and 26 with a mean of 20.81 (SD=1.32). In terms of organizational tenure, as 
indicated by the squad members’ class year, 10% of the respondents had been at the 
institution for 3 years, 20% for 2 years, 37% for 1 year, and 33% were newcomers with 
                                                 
1
 A separate analysis was conducted using the data from the respondents who completed all three waves of 
surveys (n = 341). The results from squads with three or more members (n=28, M=3.39 members) were 
consistent with those presented in Chapter 6, with the exception that team ethnic diversity and the 
interaction between consensus and mean level on team performance were not significant at the p=.05 level.  
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less than 6 months tenure. For performance, the average cumulative academic grade point 
average was 3.14 and the average cumulative military grade point average was 3.38.   
Sample representativeness. The characteristics of the final sample (n=719) were 
compared with the respondents who were not included in the final analyses (n=877). This 
was done to examine whether the 719 squad members from teams with three or more 
respondents were significantly different in demographic and other characteristics from 
the squad members who were not included in the final sample. The χ 2 tests for gender (χ2 
= .50, n.s.), ethnicity (χ2 = 5.82, n.s.), and class year (χ2 = .58, n.s.) showed no significant 
differences between the final sample and the original sample. The t-tests for the two 
performance measures, the cumulative academic grade point average (t = .08, n.s.) and 
the cumulative military grade point average (t = .01, n.s.), showed no significant 
differences between the two samples.    
Likewise, the characteristics of the final sample (n=719) were compared with all 
squad members at the institution (n=2960) to test whether the final sample was different 
from population at the institution. The χ2 tests for gender (χ2 = 2.50, n.s.) showed no 
significant difference between the final sample and the overall squad members at the 
institution. However, ethnicity (χ2 = 105.13, p < .05) and class year (χ2 = 151.44, p < .05) 
showed significant differences. A closer examination revealed that, compared to squad 
members in general, a smaller proportion of African Americans (7% in general vs. 4% in 
the final sample) and a larger proportion of Caucasians (64% vs. 70%) were included in 
the final sample, consistent with prior research on response rates and diversity (Sax, 
Gilmartin, & Bryant, 2003). For class year, compared to all squad members at the 
institution, a smaller proportion of the newly entered squad members (3% in general vs. 
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10%) and a larger proportion of squad members with three years of tenure (38.1% vs. 
33%) were included in the final sample. For performance, t-test results showed no 
significant differences between the final sample and all squad members at the institution 
in the cumulative academic grade point average (t = .14, n.s.) and the cumulative military 
grade point average (t = .19, n.s.). Together, these results indicated that the final sample 
was fairly similar to the overall population from which they were drawn. 
Measures 
Squad members completed a survey at each wave of data collection, assessing 
their trust in leaders, trust in teams, leader attributes and behaviors, team processes, and 
team outcomes. Squad leaders provided assessments of team performance during the T3 
data collection period. Appendix B contains all the measures. Item language was adapted 
to be specific to the organization. Unless otherwise specified, all responses were made 
using a Likert-type 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).   
Trust in leaders. The trust in leader measure used in the present study is newly 
developed and consists of four items. A new measure of trust was needed because 
existing scales 1) do not follow closely the construct definition discussed in Chapter 2; 2) 
assess behaviors rather than a psychological state; 3) include the antecedents and 
consequences of trust (e.g., relationship closeness, reputation, voice, and monitoring); 
and/or 4) include multiple trustors and trust referents. The procedure for scale 
development is described briefly below. Detailed information regarding scale 
development and psychometric properties is beyond the scope of the present proposal and 
is reported in a separate paper in progress (Fulmer & Ostroff, in preparation).  
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 I used the deductive approach whereby a scale is developed based on the existing 
theoretical definition of a construct to ensure content validity (Hinkin, 1998). Following 
the recommendations set forth by DeVellis (2003) and Hinkin (1998), the procedure 
involved four steps—item generation, item reduction, confirmatory factor analysis, and 
convergent and divergent validity. First, I reviewed the current literature on trust and 
collected existing trust measures which resulted in a pool of 120 items. In addition, a 
small number of items were written based on the construct definition discussed in 
Chapter 2, in accordance with Hinkin’s (1998) guidelines. Next, all items were 
administered for content validity assessment to a group of 15 judges who rated the extent 
to which each item corresponded to the definition of trust in a leader. Note that the use of 
a small sample of non-subject-matter experts is suitable in this step as expert 
understanding of the construct is not required (Anderson & Gerbing, 1991; Schriesheim, 
Powers, Scandura, Gardiner, & Lankau, 1993). In keeping with the recommendation of 
four to six items per scale (Schriesheim et al., 1993), 11 items that demonstrated content 
adequacy were initially retained.  
Multiple pilot studies across multiple working adult samples of 326 were then 
conducted to examine the measure’s psychometric properties and its relationship with 
other related variables. First, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted without 
constraining the number of factors. The results from the first eigenvalue and the scree 
plot indicated a single factor structure. However, items that did not meet the Kaiser 
criterion (Cattell, 1966) or had a substantially lower loading on the factor were 
eliminated. Complementing the factor analysis, internal consistency was assessed using 
Cronbach’s alpha (Cortina, 1993). Because the results indicated strong item covariance, 
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items that demonstrated smaller variance and did not adversely affect the reliability were 
further eliminated (Hinkin, 1998). Four items were retained in the final scale (see 
Appendix B).  
A confirmatory factor analysis was then conducted, using Mplus (Muthén & 
Muthén, 2011) to assess the viability of a one-factor structure. The result of the χ2 test 
was significant (χ2 = 153.98, df = 2, p < .001) which indicated less than optimal model fit. 
However, as Kenny (2012) suggests, sample sizes that are larger than 400 tend to yield 
significant χ2 results and the sample size here was 326. In addition to the χ2 test, three fit 
indices are commonly considered. The comparative fit index (CFI) compares the 
proposed model with the null model. Values that are greater than 0.90 have been 
proposed to indicate a good fit (Medsker, Williams, & Holahan, 1994). The CFI value of 
the present model was 0.91. The standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) 
compares the observed and predicted covariance matrix. Values that are less than .08 are 
considered to indicate a good fit (Brown & Chudeck, 1993). The SRMR value of the 
present model was 0.06. The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) shows 
the distance between the proposed model and the perfect-fit model. Brown and Chudeck 
(1993) suggest that values greater than 0.10 indicate a poor fit. The RMSEA value of the 
present model was 0.31 which may indicate a subpar model fit. However, Kenny, 
Kanishkan, and McCoach (2011) have argued that RMSEA is an unsuitable fit index for 
models with a low degree of freedom as the RMSEA values tend to be artificially inflated 
in such a case. The present model has only 2 degrees of freedom. This may be related to 
the high RMSEA value, especially given that the other fit indices suggest a good fit. The 
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confirmatory factor analysis also revealed that all items loaded well on the single factor, 
with the standardized loadings for all items greater than 0.70 (p < .001).  
Results from the subsequent pilot studies suggested that the four-item scale 
demonstrated superior convergent validity with leader member exchange (Graen & Uhl-
Bien, 1995) and perceived organizational support (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, 
& Sowa, 1986), and divergent validity with intrinsic motivation (Grant, 2008) and 
individual hurriedness (Jansen & Kritof-Brown, 2005) compared to existing trust 
measures, including those of Mayer and Davis (1999) and McAllister (1995). The new 
four-item scale also showed superior criterion-related validity with cynicism (Reichers, 
Wanous, & Austin, 1997) and satisfaction with leader (Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969). 
Across multiple samples, the alpha of the scale ranged between 0.86 and 0.91.  
For the present sample, the four items were used to measure the extent to which 
each team member trusts their team leader during each of the three waves of data 
collection in Fall 2011. Sample items included “I believe my leader will look out for my 
welfare,” and “I am willing to let my leader have influence over matters that are critical 
to me.” As discussed previously, the number of responses from T3 was lower than 
expected due to an unscheduled network shutdown. Since trust in leaders is a primary 
variable in this research, maximizing the number of respondents is important. Among the 
379 squad members who responded to the trust in leader measure at both T2 and T3, the 
correlation between the two time points was 0.71 (p < .001). Therefore, in order to obtain 
a sufficient sample size, I utilized the trust in leader score assessed at T2 for 41% of 
squad members who had responded in T2 but not in T3. The T3 data (or T2 when T3 data 
was missing) was used to examine the concurrent relationship between the degree of 
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consensus and its antecedents and outcomes. The data from T1 was compared to the T3 
data (or T2 when T3 data was missing) to study these same relationships with changes in 
consensus over time. The alpha for this scale was 0.89 at T1 and 0.94 for combining T2 
and T3. 
Consensus in trust in leaders. Trust consensus in leaders is specified as a 
dispersion model (Chan, 1998). Following the strategy used in prior research on climate 
consensus (Lindell & Brandt, 2000; Schneider et al., 2002; Zohar & Luria, 2005), 
consensus in trust in leader is operationalized as the standard deviation (SD) of members’ 
trust in the leader within a team. Therefore, higher scores indicate lower consensus and 
lower scores indicate higher consensus. SD has been preferred over rwg and other 
measures of dispersion (Bliese, 2000; Roberson, Sturman, & Simons, 2007) when the 
goal of the research is to examine the degree of consensus as a primary variable, rather 
than as a statistical hurdle to justify aggregation.  
Trust in teams. The trust in teams scale was adapted from the trust in leaders 
scale, using team members as the referent instead of the team leader. This measure was 
collected during T2. Four items were used to assess the extent to which each team 
member trusts their team members, such as: “I feel I can count on my team members to 
act in my best interest,” and “I am willing to let my team members have influence over 
matters that are critical to me.” The alpha for this scale was 0.90.  
To assess the psychometric properties of this scale, an exploratory factor analysis 
was first conducted without constraining the number of factors. The results from the first 
eigenvalue and the scree plot indicated a single factor structure. A confirmatory factor 
analysis was then conducted to assess the model fit, which revealed similar results to the 
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trust in leaders scale. The fit indices suggest an acceptable fit (χ2 = 210.08, df = 2, p < 
.001; CFI=.89; RMSEA=.36; SRMR=.06). The standardized loadings for all items were 
greater than 0.70 (p < .001). I also conducted a combined confirmatory factor analysis 
with the two trust measures with different referents (leaders and teams). The fit statistics 
indicated a reasonable fit of the overall model (χ2 = 516.15, df = 19, p < .001; CFI=.90; 
RMSEA=.18; SRMR=.05). Further, to demonstrate criterion validity, the measure of trust 
in teams should be related to relevant team outcomes. At the team level, the scale was 
related to team potency (Kirkman, Rosen, Tesluk, & Gibson, 2004; r = .38, p < .05).  
Consensus in trust in teams. As with trust in leaders, consensus in trust in teams 
is based on a dispersion model (Chan, 1998).  Thus, it was operationalized through the 
SD of member scores (i.e., the SD of members’ trust in team members within a team). 
Higher scores indicate lower consensus, and vice versa.  
Member perceptions of the leader. At T2, team members assessed their leaders’ 
attributes and behaviors, including leader ability, integrity, showing concern, leading by 
example, and monitoring. As with prior research on leader attributes and behaviors (e.g., 
Cole et al., 2011; Walumbwa, Hartnell, & Oke, 2010), the leadership variables were 
assessed by followers and then aggregated. The aggregation statistics for these measures 
are discussed later in this chapter.   
Leader ability. The leader ability scale was adapted from the servant leadership 
scale (Liden, Wayne, Zhao, & Henderson, 2008). Specifically, four items from the 
conceptual skills sub-dimension were used, which assess the extent to which a leader 
possesses “the knowledge of the organization and tasks at hand so as to be in a position to 
effectively support and assist others, especially immediate followers” (p. 162). Sample 
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items included “my squad leader is able to effectively think through complex problems,” 
and “my squad leader has a thorough understanding of the institution and its goals.” 
Alpha for this scale was 0.88. 
Leader integrity. Four items from the ethics sub-dimension of the servant 
leadership scale (Liden et al., 2008) were used to measure squad members’ perception of 
their leader’s integrity, which refers to the extent to which the leader “adheres to a set of 
principles that the trustor finds acceptable” (Mayer et al., 1995, p.719). Sample items 
included: “my squad leader holds high ethical standards,” and “my squad leader would 
not compromise ethical principles in order to achieve success.” Alpha was 0.91.  
Leader showing concern. Four items from the leader emotional healing scale in 
the servant leadership scale (Liden et al., 2008) were used. The scale includes items such 
as: “my squad leader can recognize when I’m down without asking me,” and “my squad 
leader takes time to talk to me on a personal level.”2 Alpha for this scale was 0.90.  
Leading by example. Three items from the leading by example scale of the 
Empowering Leadership Questionnaire (Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & Drasgow, 2000) were 
included. Sample items were “my squad leader works as hard as anyone in my squad,” 
and “my squad leader sets high standards for performance by his/her own behavior.” 
Alpha for this scale was 0.92.  
Leader monitoring. The measure by Langfred (2004) was used to examine team 
members’ perceptions of the monitoring behavior of their leader. The scale consists of 
four items, including “my squad leader monitors our progress on unit projects,” and “my 
                                                 
2
 A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to examine whether leader showing concern and trust in 
leaders were two distinct factors. The fit statistics indicated a good fit for the two-factor model (χ2 = 
253.91, df = 19, p < .001; CFI=.94; RMSEA=.10; SRMR=.04). The standardized loadings for all items 
were greater than 0.70 (p < .001). 
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squad leader checks whether everybody is meeting their obligation to the squad.” Alpha 
for this scale was 0.90.   
Team open communication. Three items from the measure used by Meglino, 
Lester, and Korsgaard (2002) and adapted from O’Reilly and Roberts (1976) were used 
to assess the degree of open communication within the team. The three items were: “my 
squad members are very willing to share information with other members about our 
duties,” “there is a great deal of understanding when my squad members talk to each 
other,” and “my squad members are comfortable talking to each other about what needs 
to be done.” Team communication was assessed during T2. Alpha for this scale was 0.86. 
Team demographic diversity. After collection of the three waves of data, squad 
leaders and squad members reported the demographic characteristics of gender and 
ethnicity for their squad members. The data obtained from squad leaders were used and, 
when they were unavailable, the responses from the squad members were used. Because 
of the small n of each minority ethnicity group (i.e., African American, Hispanic 
American, Asian American, and Native American) within a squad, ethnicity was 
categorized into Caucasian and Non-Caucasian and their percentages were obtained. 
Likewise, the percentages of male and female members were obtained. The Blau (1977) 
index was calculated as a measure of diversity for gender and ethnicity (cf. Bantel & 
Jackson, 1989; Jackson, Brett, Cessa, Cooper, Julin, & Peyronnin, 1991). The Blau index 
was calculated using the following expression,  
1-   
 
   
2 
where pi is the percentage of team members in the ith category, and n represents 
the total number of categories. There were two categories each for ethnicity and for 
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gender. The index can take on values ranging from 0 to 1, with a higher number 
indicating greater diversity (Teachman, 1980).  
Team performance. Five active-duty Company Officers at the institution were 
interviewed to determine the most appropriate indicators of performance ratings for a 
squad.  Performance of the squad was rated on three criteria, performance, competence, 
and professionalism, using a five-point scale (1 = among the worst, 5 = among the best). 
These items were selected based on feedback from the interviews, as they represent the 
most meaningful and relevant aspects of squad performance. At T3, squad leaders and 
squad members rated team performance. However, there were only 15 teams for which 
the corresponding squad leaders responded while performance as rated by squad 
members was available for 65 teams. Thus, member-rated performance was used in 
subsequent analyses. Alpha for the member-rated measure was 0.85.   
Team voice behavior. Four items from Van Dyne and LePine’s (1998) 
instrument were adapted. Sample items were “I have developed and made 
recommendations concerning issues that affect this squad,” and “I have communicated 
my opinions about issues to other squad members even if my opinion is different and 
others disagree with me.” Each squad member rated their own voice behavior at T3. 
Alpha for this scale was .95.     
Team leader history and reputation. Adapted from Ballinger, Schoorman, and 
Lehman (2009), the four items assessed the quality of prior relationship, if any, between a 
squad member and a squad leader. In addition, squad members rated the leader’s  
reputation: “Before he/she took the current billet, I heard that my squad leader had a good 
reputation.” This measure was assessed at T1 and included as a control variable in the 
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analyses of consensus in trust in leaders, because it could influence how team members 
perceive the leader (Ballinger et al., 2009) and how their consensus in trust in leaders 
developed. The purpose of this scale was to assess the extent to which team members had 
knowledge about their leader prior to the leader assuming the position in the team. 
Therefore, the items for history and reputation were combined. An exploratory factor 
analysis was conducted, and the results from the first eigenvalue and the scree plot 
supported a single factor structure, with the factor loadings for all items above .40. 
Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 0.84. 
Leader demographics. The demographic variables of team leaders were 
collected as potential control variables. Forty-five leaders provided their demographic 
information. Team leaders’ age, gender, and ethnicity did not significantly correlate with 
any study variables. For example, their correlations with the consensus in trust in leaders 
ranged from -.04 to .11 (n.s.). Based on these results, leader demographic variables were 
not included in subsequent analyses.  
Team size. Biemann and Kearney (2010) demonstrated how group diversity 
measures could be systematically biased due to varying sizes across teams. Therefore, the 
trust consensus measures were corrected for the number of respondents per team to avoid 
bias and erroneous interpretations of the relationships that involve the consensus 
measures. The process of the correction is described in Chapter 6. Because team size was 
not significantly related to other key study variables except team voice behavior, the 
consensus measures were corrected for team size, but team size was not included as a 
control variable in the analyses. 
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Aggregation of Variables 
Because the level of analysis in this research is at the team (squad) level, 
aggregation statistics including rwg, one-way ANOVA, ICC1, and ICC2 were calculated 
to justify aggregation of individual squad members’ scores to the team level. The 
following variables were included because their higher-level definitions assume the 
perceptions and beliefs are collectively shared among members: trust in leader (mean), 
trust in teams (mean), leader ability, leader integrity, leader showing concern, leading by 
example, leader monitoring, team communication, team performance, and team voice 
behavior. Table 1 displays the aggregation statistics for each variable from teams with 3 
or more members.  
Table 1 
 
Aggregation Statists of Key Study Variables from Teams with Three or More Members 
 
Variable ICC1 ICC2 rwg(j) rwg(j) Range 
T1 Trust in leaders 0.06 0.25 0.75 0.00-1.00 
T2 Leader ability 0.08 0.24 0.76 0.00-1.00 
T2 Leader integrity 0.16 0.40 0.83 0.00-1.00 
T2 Leader showing concern 0.08 0.24 0.66 0.00-1.00 
T2 Leader leading by example 0.19 0.45 0.74 0.00-1.00 
T2 Leader monitoring 0.08 0.25 0.66 0.00-1.00 
T2 Team communication 0.02 0.06 0.76 0.00-1.00 
T2 Trust in teams 0.07 0.22 0.72 0.00-1.00 
T3 Trust in leaders 0.14 0.39 0.72 0.00-1.00 
T3 Team performance  0.21 0.49 0.75 0.17-1.00 
T3 Team voice behavior -0.05 -0.23 0.72 0.00-1.00 
  
The trust variables and leader-related variables assumed a direct consensus model 
(Chan, 1998), with the item referent directed toward the individual and the measures 
aggregated to the team level. This is because individual members form their own 
perceptions of the leader based on their observation and experience, but the perceptions 
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among team members can converge and be similar. When a construct resides in an 
individual’s own perceptions, attitudes, feelings, and beliefs, it should be assessed with 
the “I” referent (James et al., 2008). The construct can then be aggregated from the 
individual level to the unit level. Another study variable that assumed the direct 
consensus model includes the team outcome of voice behavior. The measure of team 
voice behavior was aggregated to the team level assuming the direct consensus 
composition model because, as discussed, the construct of interest is whether members in 
a team shared the practice of speaking up and sharing opinions.  
In contrast, the variables of team communication and team performance assumed 
a referent-shift consensus model (Chan, 1998), with the item referent directed toward the 
team as a whole, because these variables exist at the team level. In other words, the 
definitions of these constructs are collective in nature even though they are being 
assessed at the individual level. When team members perceive that they agree that certain 
team dynamics, team processes, and team outcomes occur, the construct at the team level 
emerges. Both sufficient within-group agreement and between-group variance are needed 
to justify aggregation to the team level.  
Unlike the other key study variables in this study, the measure of leader history 
and reputation assumed an additive model because different members may have had 
divergent prior knowledge about or experiences with the leader, and there is no reason to 
expect that members in a unit would have similar prior experience with the leader before 
he or she takes the position. Because of this, demonstrating agreement is not necessary. 
An rwg(j) was calculated for each squad and the average score was obtained across 
squads. Scores of rwg(j) demonstrate within-group agreement—the extent to which scores 
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of members in a team are homogeneous in their perceptions or responses (Bliese, 2000; 
James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984). As Table 1 shows, the rwg(j) values for each scale across 
teams ranged from 0 to 1, except team performance with a range between .17 and 1. 
Similar to the norms for reliability, it has been suggested that rwg(j) values of .70 or greater 
are desirable (James et al., 1984; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). With the exception of leader 
showing concern and leader monitoring, the average rwg(j) scores were above the 0.70 
cutoff. For those below .70 (leader showing concern and leader monitoring), the rwg(j) was 
close to .70. One-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) reveal whether the between-group 
variances are significantly different from zero. The one-way ANOVA results indicated 
that team communication and team voice behavior did not differ significantly between 
squads. All other variables showed significant between-group variation across squads.  
ICC1 scores indicate the extent to which variance in individual-level measures 
can be explained by group membership (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Bliese (1998) 
reports that the ICC1 scores typically fall between 0.02 and 0.21. With the exception of 
team voice behavior, the ICC1 values for all variables were within this range (Table 1). 
ICC2 scores can be interpreted to demonstrate reliability of the mean scores (Bliese, 
2000). With the exception of team voice behavior, the ICC2 values ranged between 0.06 
and 0.19. The ICC2 values in Table 1 indicate low reliability of the mean scores. Because 
ICC2 scores assume a subsample coming from an infinite pool of respondents and are 
related to group size, the limited number of respondents per team is one reason that ICC2 
scores are low. The low reliability of group means should also be considered in 
conjunction with the high within-group homogeneity within squads, as indicated by the 
rwg(j) values, as well as significant between-group differences and reasonable ICC1 values, 
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which lend sufficient justification for aggregation. Prior studies (e.g., Bliese & 
Halverson, 1998; Cole et al., 2011; Colquitt et al., 2002; Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999) 
have also defined these variables to be theoretically meaningful at the team level. The 
relatively low ICC2 values can make detection of meaningful team-level relationships 
more difficult (Bliese, 1998; 2000) and, like low internal consistency reliability, may 
underestimate the magnitude of the true relationships. 
Analysis Plan 
All analyses in this research were conducted at the team level. Hence, all 
variables were aggregated to team level. The first set of hypotheses focused on the degree 
to which consensus in trust in leaders changes over time. The hypotheses were tested 
using paired samples t-tests. The second set of hypotheses asserted that different 
emergent processes would be related to the degree of consensus and changes in 
consensus, focusing on the difference between leader attributes and behaviors, and 
between the leader referent and the team referent. Hierarchical multiple regression 
models were conducted to test these hypotheses. For the concurrent models, T3 
consensus in trust in leaders was regressed on the set of leader attributes, leader 
behaviors, and team variables assessed in T2. Because the time difference in data 
collection between T2 and T3 was only about 2 weeks and was done to help account for 
response bias, the models are considered concurrent models.  For the change models, T3 
consensus in trust in leaders was regressed on the T1 consensus in step 1, followed by the 
set of leader and team variables in step 2.   
The third set of hypotheses proposed that the consensus would be related to 
outcomes, after controlling for the mean level of trust in leaders, and further that 
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consensus and the mean level of trust would interact in their relationship with outcomes. 
For the third set of hypotheses, following recommendations by Bliese and Hanges (2004), 
the mean level of trust in leaders was included when analyzing the relationship between 
consensus variables and team outcome variables. Bliese and Hanges (2004) concluded 
that mean and standard deviation are routinely non-independent in organizational 
research, a relation that had been theoretically and mathematically demonstrated by other 
researchers (Lindell & Brandt, 2000). Therefore, to understand the effects of consensus 
on outcomes, it is crucial to control for the effects of the mean, otherwise there is ‘‘the 
possibility that observed variance effects are a spurious by-product of absolute level 
effects’’ (Bliese & Britt, 2001, p. 433). This argument, however, only applies for 
analyses of effects of consensus when consensus is used as an independent variable. 
Consistent with prior research (e.g., Naumann & Bennett, 2000; Zohar & Luria, 2004), 
the analysis of predictors of consensus (i.e., when consensus is the dependent variable) 
did not control for the mean of trust.  
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Chapter 6. Results 
In this chapter, I first present descriptive and correlational statistics. Next, I 
present the results of analyses used to test the proposed hypotheses, including changes in 
consensus across time, antecedents of consensus, and consequences of consensus. For the 
antecedents and consequences of consensus in trust in leaders, I first present concurrent 
results, followed by results pertaining to the change in consensus between T1 and T3.  
Consensus Measures 
 Theoretically and mathematically, the correlation between the mean and 
consensus is non-significant and zero because, as can be seen in Figure 2, consensus is 
very high when the mean is both very low (box a) or very high (box c) and when the 
mean is mid-scale, consensus can range from zero to very high (boxes b, d, and e).  
Figure 2 
The Theoretical Relationship between the Mean and Consensus  
(Reprint from Lindell & Brandt, 2000) 
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However, when there is significant attrition of units on one end of the scale, a 
significant linear or nonlinear relationship between the mean and consensus can result 
(Lindell & Brandt, 2000). The range restriction on mean scores can make the distribution 
of consensus non-normal. 
Figure 3 
The Scatter Plot of T3 Consensus and Mean of Team Trust in Leaders 
 
 
In the present study, the correlation between the T3 mean and T3 untransformed 
consensus (SD) of trust in leaders was r = -0.47 (p < .01). The correlation between the T2 
mean and T2 consensus (SD) of trust in teams was likewise negative though weaker (r = -
.28, p < .01). The negative correlations suggest the presence of some range restriction. 
Figure 3 shows a scatter plot of the T3 means and T3 consensus in trust in leaders, with 
linear and quadratic trend lines. As consensus was operationalized as the SD of members’ 




















Mean of team trust in leaders 
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vice versa. As can be seen, the relationship is negative and appears to be linear rather 
than nonlinear due to attrition of teams with low mean scores for trust in leaders. 
Regression results confirmed the linearity, as including the quadratic term of consensus 
did not significantly improve the model fit when regressing the mean level on the 
consensus (R2∆ = .004, n.s.). The scatter plot of the consensus in trust in teams showed a 
similar pattern.  
Further, the tests of normality (Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test and Shapiro-Wilk 
Test) confirmed that that the distributions were non-normal for T3 consensus in trust in 
leaders (Dn = .08, p < .05; W = .98, p <.05) and T2 consensus in trust in teams (Dn = .14, 
p < .001; W = .96, p < .01), which was supported by the normal Q-Q plots. In particular, 
the test statistics of Zg1 was greater than 2 for both consensus measures, indicating that 
their distributions were significantly and positively skewed (p<.05). Thus, I transformed 
both consensus measures using a natural logarithm operation. Reexamination of 
normality indicated that both log-transformed consensus measures displayed normal 
distributions. The test of normality for consensus in trust in leaders in T1 was not 
significant (Dn = .08, n.s.; W = .99, n.s.). However, for consistency, the T1 measure was 
also log transformed.     
In addition to the skewed distributions, the consensus measures were also 
corrected for team size to avoid bias as discussed in Chapter 5. The number of 
respondents per squad was positively correlated with T3 untransformed consensus in trust 
in leaders (r = 0.24, p < .05). To keep the two consensus measures consistent, consensus 
in trust in leaders and trust in team members were both normalized to correct for bias due 
to group size, following the procedures recommended by Biemann and Kearney (2010):  
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In all subsequent analysis for hypothesis testing, the transformed measures of 
consensus were utilized3.   
Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations  
 Table 2 shows the means and standard deviations of the study variables at the 
team level of analysis. Recall that consensus measures are operationalized through the 
SD such that higher scores indicate lower consensus.  
Examination of Table 2 indicates that the mean scores for the trust measures, 
leader attributes and behaviors, and team communication and outcomes (performance and 
voice) were above the scale midpoints (i.e., 3 on a 5-point scale). The mean level of trust 
in leaders at T1, when team leaders and some members had recently changed, were not 
correlated with other key study variables, except with team communication (r = .27, p < 
.01). In contrast, the mean level of trust at T3, after months of interactions between 
leaders and members, revealed significant correlations with nearly all key study variables 
(r ranged between .22 and .74, p < .05), with the exception of team gender diversity and 
                                                 
3
 The analyses for hypothesis testing were repeated with the consensus measures without correction for 
team size and log transformation (i.e., untransformed SD). The results on antecedents were identical to that 
reported in this chapter, while the results on outcomes were not significant.    
84 
team voice behavior. The degree of consensus in trust in leaders at T1 did not show 
significant correlations with any of the predicted leadership behaviors or team outcome 
variables, but significant relationships were obtained between T3 consensus in trust in 
leaders and leadership and outcome variables. Together, this pattern suggests that 
emergence of team trust in leaders occurred and became meaningful over time, consistent 
with Hypothesis 1.    
Table 2 
 
Descriptive Statistics of the Key Study Variables 
 
Variable N M SD 
T1 Trust in leaders mean  105 3.55 0.41 
T1 Trust in leaders consensus 105 0.69 0.28 
T1 Trust in leader transformed consensus 105 -0.27 0.59 
T3 Trust in leaders mean  105 3.96 0.53 
T3 Trust in leaders consensus  105 0.74 0.35 
T3 Trust in leaders transformed consensus 105 -0.18 0.63 
T2 Trust in teams mean 105 3.57 0.47 
T2 Trust in teams consensus 105 0.67 0.35 
T2 Trust in teams transformed consensus 105 -0.33 0.88 
T3 Team size  105 4.10 1.14 
T1 Leader reputation/history  105 3.50 0.48 
T2 Leader ability 105 3.79 0.44 
T2 Leader integrity 105 4.17 0.41 
T2 Leader showing concern 105 3.72 0.56 
T2 Leader leading by example 105 3.93 0.58 
T2 Leader monitoring 105 3.70 0.48 
T2 Team communication 105 3.86 0.39 
Team ethnic diversity 105 0.32 0.14 
Team gender diversity 105 0.26 0.14 
T3 Team performance  65 3.67 0.54 
T3 Team voice behavior 65 3.54 0.39 
 Note: Consensus was operationalized as SD. Higher scores indicate lower consensus.
  
As Table 3 shows, the intercorrelations among the five leader variables assessed 
at T2 (leader ability, integrity, showing concern, leading by example, and monitoring) 
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ranged between 0.62 and 0.76 (p < .01). This is not surprising because the variables 
assessed attributes about the same target leader and likely share similar underlying 
dimensions. Researchers have found that moderate to high correlations among leadership 
variables are common (e.g., Barnowe, 1975; Bass et al., 2003; Bycio, Hackett, & Allen, 
1995; Den Hartog, Van Muijen, & Koopman, 1994). The pattern of correlations among 
the leadership variables indicates that the attributes are related but can still be considered 
independent constructs. The correlations between the five T2 leadership variables and the 
T3 mean level of trust in leaders were all significant, ranging between 0.55 and 0.74 (p < 
.01). This pattern of results is consistent with prior research at the individual level 
whereby trust in leaders has been related to leader attributes and behaviors (e.g., Dirks & 
Ferrin, 2002).  
Further, these correlations between the T2 leader variables and T3 mean level of 
trust in leaders were larger than the correlation between the T2 team communication T3 
mean of trust in leaders  (r = .39, p < .01) or between the T3 mean of trust in leaders and 
team ethnic diversity (r = -.26, p < .01) and team gender diversity (r = -.12, n.s.). 
Likewise, the correlation between team open communication and the T2 mean of team 
trust in teams was relatively strong (r = .57, p < .01). It was larger than those between the 
T2 mean of team trust in teams and T2 leader variables (r between .11 and .33, p < .05 for 
values greater than .20). These patterns provided some support for the notion of target 
match between variables. However, the correlation between team ethnic diversity and T2 





Correlations of the Key Study Variables (Excluding Team Outcomes) 
 
  Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
1 T1 Trust in leaders mean 
                  
2 
T1 Trust in leaders consensus 
(SD) -.09 
                 
3 
T1 Trust in leader 
transformed consensus (SD) .02 .81
**
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T2 Trust in teams transformed 
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 .17 -.10 .28
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 .19 -.14 .77
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          10 T3 Team size .04 .09 .11 -.05 .24
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 .16 .06 .06 .09 
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Note: Consensus was operationalized as SD. Higher scores indicate lower consensus.  
N = 105 teams. 





With regard to the consensus, the T1 and T3 transformed consensus in trust in 
leaders was not significant (r = .15) indicating that the degree of consensus changed over 
time.  Further, the correlation between the T3 transformed consensus in trust in leaders 
and T2 transformed consensus in trust in teams (assessed two weeks apart) was also not 
significant  (r = .19), indicating that team consensus did not carry over from one trust 
referent to another. The correlations between emergent processes and transformed 
consensus in trust in leaders and in teams revealed some expected relationships. The 
correlations between T3 transformed consensus in trust in leaders and the leader 
behaviors of showing concern (r = -.28, p < .01) and leading by example (r = -.27, p < 
.01) were significant, indicating greater consensus when leaders exhibited such behaviors 
to a greater extent. However, T3 transformed consensus in trust in leaders was not 
significantly related to leader monitoring (r = -.18). The correlations between consensus 
in trust in leaders with the leader attributes of leader ability (r = -.18) and integrity (r = -
.13) were not significant, as expected. The results provide some initial support for 
Hypothesis 2.  
Consistent with Hypothesis 3, which predicted that team emergent processes 
would be less influential on consensus in trust in leaders, the correlations between T3 
transformed consensus in trust in leaders and team open communication (r = -05) and 
team gender diversity (r = .11) were not significant, but the correlation with team ethnic 
diversity was (r = .25, p < .05). Incidentally, the correlation of T2 transformed consensus 
in trust in teams and team open communication (r = -.12), team ethnic diversity (r = -.01), 












T3 Team voice 
behavior 
T1 Trust in leaders mean  .12 .11 
T1 Trust in leaders consensus -.20 -.09 
T1 Trust in leader transformed consensus -.23 -.03 
T3 Trust in leaders mean  .52** .13 
T3 Trust in leaders consensus -.37** -.10 
T3 Trust in leaders transformed consensus -.26* -.02 
T2 Trust in teams mean -.05 .22 
T2 Trust in teams consensus -.27* -.11 
T2 Trust in teams transformed consensus -.14 -.07 
T3 Team size  -.11 .25* 
T1 Leader reputation/history  .17 -.22 
T2 Leader ability .34** .03 
T2 Leader integrity .16 -.16 
T2 Leader showing concern .34** .12 
T2 Leader leading by example .35** -.04 
T2 Leader monitoring .19 .13 
T2 Team communication .25* .13 
Team ethnic diversity -.05 .00 
Team gender diversity -.20 .29* 
Note: Consensus was operationalized as SD. Higher scores indicate lower consensus.  
N = 65 teams. 
* p < .05; ** p < .01 
 
With regard to the outcome of team performance (see Table 4), a higher T3 mean 
level of trust (r = .52, p < .01) and greater T3 transformed consensus (r = -.26, p < .05) in 
trust in the leader was significantly related to member-rated performance. In addition, 
significant relationships with performance were observed for the leader variables of 
ability (r = .34, p < .01), showing concern (r = .34, p < .01), and leading by example (r = 
.35, p < .01) and for team communication (r = .25, p < .05). By comparison, only team 
size (r = .25, p < .05) and team gender diversity (r = .29, p < .05) were significantl y 




Hierarchical Nesting Effect 
The data in this study was nested whereby teams (squads) were nested within 
platoons, which in turn were nested within companies. ANOVAs were conducted to 
examine whether there were between-group differences based on the company or platoon 
level of analysis. For consensus in trust in leaders, results were not significant by either 
company (F = .86, n.s.) or platoon (F = 1.18, n.s.). The results for consensus in trust in 
leaders were also not significant (F = 1.10, n.s. for company and F = 1.10, n.s. for 
platoon). Based on these results, the analyses below were conducted at the team level 
without accounting for the nesting effect at the platoon or company level.  
Change in Consensus over Time   
Hypothesis 1a predicted a decrease in consensus in trust in leader from T1 to T3. 
For this analysis, and all subsequent analyses, the transformed measure of consensus was 
used, whereby higher scores indicate lower consensus. To test Hypothesis 1a, a paired 
samples t-test was conducted. The results indicated that consensus in trust in leaders at 
T3 was not significantly different from the degree of consensus in trust in leaders at T1 
(t[104] = -1.131, n.s.). Note that this analysis focuses on the average level of consensus 
across teams at T1 and T3. Although the average level of consensus across teams 
remained consistent, the correlation between the T1 and T3 consensus measures was very 
low (r = .15) highlighting that individual teams do not exhibit the same degree of 
consensus over time. Taken together, the findings suggest that some teams likely 
increased in their degree of consensus while others decreased in consensus, thereby 
producing similar average levels of consensus in leaders across teams, but a low 




Hypothesis 1b predicted that the differences between teams in the amount of 
consensus in trust in leaders would become larger from T1 to T3. Consistent with 
Hypothesis 1b, ICC1 for team trust in leaders at T1 was .06 and at T3 was 0.14, 
indicating an increase in the extent to which variance in individual trust in leaders can be 
explained by their group membership (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Because ICC1 
concerns the relative variance within and between teams and reflects the ratio of 
between-group variance to total variance, increased values over time indicated that, 
relative to the between-group variance, the within-group variance decreased. Considering 
that ICC1 values typically range from .02 to .20 (Bliese, 2000), a change in ICC1 from 
.06 to .14 can be considered relatively large. These values suggest that group membership 
played an increasingly important role in influencing the consensus in trust in leaders over 
time so that the group means become more differentiated in relation to within-group 
variability. As mentioned earlier, the mean level of trust was not related to any of the 
emergent process variables or outcomes at T1, with the exception of team 
communication. Similarly, consensus in trust in leaders was not related to any key study 
variables at T1. However, both the mean level and consensus in trust in leaders at T3 
were related to emergent process and outcome variables. This pattern of results lends 
some credence to the notion that consensus emerged and was meaningful at T3 but not at 
T1, shortly after the change of leadership. 
Based on the above results, Hypothesis 1a was not supported. Although no 
inferential analyses could be run to explicitly test Hypothesis 1b, the pattern of results 
obtained from the ICC values and correlations provides some initial support. Further, 




important to also examine whether consensus can be predicted and if changes in the 
degree of consensus over time can be predicted using team level data in regression 
procedures. The results below focus on the emergent factors that could lead to a 
difference in consensus in trust in leaders across teams.  
Antecedents of Consensus.  
Hypotheses 2 and 3 focused on emergent processes related to the development of 
consensus in trust in leaders. In testing these hypotheses in hierarchical regression 
models, the eight emergent processes in this research—leader ability, integrity, showing 
concern, leading by example, monitoring, team open communication, team ethnic 
diversity, and team gender diversity—were included in a hierarchical regression model 
simultaneously to examine their relative importance. Leader reputation and history was 
included as a control variable. Two sets of analyses were conducted, a concurrent model 
in which T3 consensus was regressed on T2 leader and team variables (Hypotheses 2a 
and 3a) and a change model in which T3 consensus was regressed on T1 consensus 
followed by T2 leader and team emergent process variables (Hypotheses 2b and 3b).  
Concurrent analyses for consensus in trust in leaders. Hypothesis 2a proposed 
that leader behavior variables (leading by example, showing concern, and monitoring) 
would be more important for understanding the degree of consensus in trust in leaders 
than would leader attributes (ability, integrity). As the left side of Table 5 shows, the set 
of emergent process variables was related to consensus in trust in leader (R∆ = .19, p < 
.01). Recall that lower scores indicate higher consensus, thus negative coefficients were 









T3 Consensus in 
Trust in Leaders 
Change Model 
T3 Consensus in 
Trust in Leaders 
Variable B SE B SE 
(Constant) -0.25 0.45 -0.41 0.46 
T1 Trust in leader consensus   0.18† 0.11 
T1 Leader reputation/history 0.02 0.13 0.08 0.13 
R2 0.00 0.03** 
(Constant) -0.85 0.85 -0.92 0.84 
T1 Trust in leader consensus   0.15 0.10 
T1 Leader reputation/history 0.22 0.14 0.27† 0.14 
T2 Leader ability 0.12 0.25 0.10 0.25 
T2 Leader integrity 0.31 0.24 2.85 0.24 
T2 Leader showing concern -0.33† 0.19 -0.29 0.19 
T2 Leader leading by example -0.43* 0.19 -0.44* 0.19 
T2 Leader monitoring 0.10 0.19 0.10 0.19 
T2 Team communication 0.08 0.19 0.08 0.19 
Team ethnic diversity 0.87† 0.46 0.86† 0.46 
Team gender diversity 0.43 0.46 0.42 0.46 
R2 ∆ 0.19** 0.18* 
R2 0.19** 0.21* 
Note: Consensus was operationalized as the transformed SD. Higher scores indicate less 
consensus. 
N = 105 teams. 
† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01 
 
expected for the diversity measures. Leading by example (β = -.43, p < .05) was 
independently related to greater T3 consensus in trust in leaders. Showing concern was 
marginally related to greater T3 consensus in trust in leaders (β = -.33, p < .10). Contrary 
to expectations, leader monitoring was not significant. As expected, the leader attribute 
variables of leader ability and leader integrity were not significant. A follow-up test 
comparing regression coefficients (Clogg, Petkova, & Haritou, 1995; Paternoster, Brame, 




marginally different from leader ability (Z = -1.75, p < .10) and was significantly 
different from leader integrity (Z = -2.43, p < .05).   These results partially support 
Hypothesis 2a, that leader behavior and interaction factors were more influential on the 
emergence of team trust in leaders than leader attribute factors. 
Hypothesis 3a predicted that that the leader factors of leading by example, 
showing concern, and monitoring would be more important for consensus in trust in 
leaders than team factors of communication and diversity. Team open communication 
and team gender diversity were not significant predictors (β = .08 and .43, respectively) 
of consensus in trust in leaders. Results from the follow-up test comparing regression 
coefficients indicated that the coefficient for leading by example was marginally different 
from team open communication (Z = -1.94, p < .10) and from team gender diversity (Z = 
-1.74, p < .10). There results partially supported Hypothesis 3a. However, contrary to 
Hypothesis 3a, team ethnic diversity was marginally related to consensus in trust in 
leaders (β = .87, p < .10). The left side of Table 5 displays the concurrent regression 
results on the consensus in trust in leaders. Hypothesis 3a thus received mixed support.  
Changes in consensus in trust in leaders. The concurrent results provided some 
support that emergent processes of leader behaviors and interactions are related to the 
degree of consensus in trust in leaders. However, emergence occurs over time and tests of 
emergence should include examination of changes in consensus over time (Kozlowski, 
2012). To examine the effects of the emergent processes on changes in consensus in trust 
in leaders between T1 and T3 as stated in Hypothesis 2b and 3b, the T3 consensus in trust 
in leaders was regressed on T1 consensus in trust in leaders in the first step along with the 




variables. Controlling for T1 consensus allows for examining change. A significant 
coefficient for the key variables, in this case the emergent process variables, would 
indicate that the variable is related to a change in consensus (Cohen, Cohen, West, & 
Aiken, 2003). A negative beta would indicate an increase in consensus in trust in leaders 
between T1 and T3 while a positive beta would indicate a decrease in consensus.  
After controlling for T1 consensus in trust in leaders and leader reputation/history, 
the set of emergent process variables accounted for a significant, additional 18% of the 
variance in leader trust consensus (p < .05). As the right side of Table 5 shows, results 
indicated that leader leading by example was related to an increase in consensus in trust 
in leaders, (β = -.44, p < .05), however showing concern and monitoring were not 
significant. Team ethnic diversity was marginally related to a decrease in consensus in 
trust in leaders, as indicated by the positive coefficient (β = .86, p < .10). The follow-up 
tests indicated that the coefficient of leading by example was significantly different from 
the coefficient of team open communication (Z = -2.01, p = .05) and team ethnic 
diversity (Z = -1.30, p < .01), and marginally different from gender diversity (Z = -1.74, p 
< .10). The results provided mixed support for Hypothesis 2b and 3b.  
A follow-up analysis was conducted to examine whether the effects of leader 
showing concern and leading by example on the consensus in trust in leaders were 
stronger with fewer predictors in the regression model. When the set of five T2 leader 
variables were entered without the team variables of open communication and 
demographic diversity, the pattern of the results was the same. Consistent with 
Hypothesis 2, the results indicated a positive effect of leading by example and showing 




leading by example and β = -.37 for showing concern, p < .05) and the change model (β = 
-.36 for leading by example and β = -.34 for showing concern, p < .05). The coefficients 
for leader ability, integrity, and monitoring were not significant in either model. Hence, it 
appears that, with a smaller set of antecedents, there was more power in the analysis to 
detect the effects such that the coefficients of leading by example and showing concern 
were both significant.  
Table 6 
The Effects of Emergent Processes on the Consensus in Trust in Teams 
 
Concurrent Model 
T2 Consensus in 
Trust in Teams 
Variable B SE 
(Constant) 0.58 1.20 
T2 Leader ability 0.15 0.38 
T2 Leader integrity 0.25 0.36 
T2 Leader showing concern -0.21 0.26 
T2 Leader leading by example -0.26 0.28 
T2 Leader monitoring 0.19 0.29 
T2 Team communication -0.34 0.28 
T4 Team ethnic diversity -0.34 0.70 
T4 Team gender diversity -0.01 0.69 
R2 0.04 
Note: Consensus was operationalized as the transformed SD. Higher scores indicate less 
consensus. 
N = 105 teams. 
 
Post-hoc analyses. Although not previously hypothesized, I examined the set of 
emergent factors in relation to the consensus in trust in teams as a comparison to leader 
variables relating to the consensus in trust in leaders. T2 consensus in trust in teams was 
regressed on the eight leader and team emergent factors (Table 6). As would be expected, 
none of the leader variables were significantly related to consensus in trust in teams. 




communication (β = -.34), ethnic diversity (β = -.34), and gender diversity (β = -.01) were 
not significantly related to consensus in trust in teams. These results provide some post-
hoc comparison for the analyses for Hypotheses 2 and 3.  
Consequences of Consensus 
 The results on the effects of consensus in trust in leaders on team performance 
and team voice behavior are reported below, followed by the results on the interactive 
effects of the consensus and level of team trust in leaders.   
Main effect of consensus on team performance. Hypothesis 4a stated that 
consensus in trust in leaders should exert an independent effect on team performance, 
after controlling for mean level of trust in leaders, while Hypothesis 4b predicted that a 
change in consensus in trust in leaders would be related to performance. As noted earlier, 
leader-rated performance data was only available for 15 teams and, thus, member-rated 
performance data (n = 65) was used. Team performance was regressed on both T3 
consensus and mean of trust in leaders for the concurrent model and was regressed on T1 
consensus, followed by T3 consensus and mean of trust in leaders for the change model. 
Although there was a significant zero-order correlation between T3 leader trust consensus 
and performance (r = -.26, p < .05), as can be seen in step 2 of Table 7, when the mean 
level of trust in leaders was included in the model, the T3 consensus in trust in leaders did 
not exert a significant and independent influence on team performance concurrently (β = 
-.05, n.s.) or when examining changes in consensus (β = -.04, n.s.). Thus, Hypotheses 4a 











Variable B SE B SE 










Step 2     
(Constant) 3.72** 0.06 3.70** 0.06 
T1 Trust in leader consensus 
  
-0.05 0.06 
T3 Trust in leaders mean 0.52** 0.13 0.47* 0.14 




R2 .27** 0.26** 
Step 3     
(Constant) 3.79** 0.06 3.77** 0.07 
T1 Trust in leader consensus 
  
-0.04 0.06 
T3 Trust in leaders mean 0.39** 0.13 0.34* 0.14 
T3 Trust in leaders consensus -0.14† 0.08 -0.13 0.08 
T3 Trust in leaders mean*consensus 0.28* 0.11 0.28* 0.11 
R2 ∆ 0.07* 0.07* 
R2 0.31* 0.33* 
Note: Consensus was operationalized as the transformed SD. Higher scores indicate less 
consensus. Variables were centered.  
N = 65 teams. 
† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01 
 
Main effect of consensus on team voice behavior. Hypothesis 5a stated that 
consensus in trust in leaders should exert an independent effect on team voice behavior 
after controlling for the level of team trust in leaders, while Hypothesis 5b stated the 
same relationship but focused on changes in consensus in trust in leaders. Team voice 
behavior was regressed on both T3 consensus and mean of trust in leaders for the 
concurrent model and was regressed on T1 consensus, followed by T3 consensus and 




controlling for the level of team trust in leaders, the consensus in trust in leaders did not 
exert a significant and independent influence on team voice behavior concurrently (β = 
.01, n.s.) or in the change model (β = .03, n.s.). Hypotheses 5a and 5b were not supported. 
Table 8 






Variable B SE B SE 
Step 1 
    (Constant) 
  
3.55** 0.05 







    (Constant) 3.5** 0.1 3.56** 0.05 
T1 Trust in leader consensus 
  
0.00 0.05 
T3 Trust in leaders mean 0.1 0.1 0.12 0.11 




R2 .02 0.02 
Step 3 
    (Constant) 3.51** 0.05 3.51** 0.06 
T1 Trust in leader consensus 
  
0.00 0.05 
T3 Trust in leaders mean 0.20† 0.11 0.21† 0.12 
T3 Trust in leaders consensus 0.07 0.07 0.09 0.07 
T3 Trust in leaders mean*consensus -0.19† 0.10 -0.19* 0.10 
R2 ∆ 0.06† 0.06* 
R2 0.08† 0.08* 
Note: Consensus was operationalized as the transformed SD. Higher scores indicate less 
consensus. Variables were centered.  
N = 65 teams. 
† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01 
 
Interaction effect of consensus and level on team performance. Hypotheses 6a 
and 6b concerned the interactive effect of consensus and mean of trust in leaders in their 
relationship to team performance. Step 3 in Table 7 indicates that the cross-product term 




accounted for an additional 7% of the variance in member-rated performance (β = .28, 
F = 6.45, p < .05) concurrently and explained an additional 7% of the variance in the 
change model (β = .28, F = 5.88, p < .05). Figure 4 displays the interaction. As 
predicted, there was a positive relationship between the level of trust in leaders and team 
performance such that teams with a higher level of trust performed better than teams with 
a lower level of trust in leaders, and the relationship was stronger for teams with low 
consensus in trust in leaders than for teams with high consensus in trust in leaders. In 
addition to plotting the interaction, a simple slope test was also conducted (Aiken & 
West, 1991). The simple slope of the regression of team performance on the level of team 
trust in leaders within low consensus in trust in leaders was significant (simple slope = 
.49, t = 3.30, p < .01), and the simple slope within high consensus in trust in leaders was 
also significant (simple slope = .29, t = 2.37, p < .05).  
For the change model, the pattern of the interaction was identical to Figure 4. A 
simple slope test was also conducted. The relationship between the level of team trust in 
leaders and team performance was significant and positive when the increase in 
consensus was small (simple slope = .44, t = 2.90, p < .01), but the relationship was not 
significant when the increase in consensus was large (simple slope = .25, t = 1.94, n.s.). 
Hypotheses 6a and 6b were supported. 
Follow-up analyses were conducted to examine whether there was a nonlinear 
relationship between the predictors and team performance to rule out the possibility that 
the observed interactive effect is due to nonlinear relationships between one of the 
predictors and the outcome (Lubinski & Humphrey, 1990). Using the procedure from 




trust in leaders were entered after the main effects and before the cross-product term. The 
results of the quadratic terms were not significant in both the concurrent and change 
models, while the cross-product term of consensus and level of trust in leaders remained 
significant (β = .41 in the concurrent model and β = .37 in the change model, p < .05). 
The results indicated that the relationships between the main effects of the consensus and 
mean level of trust in leaders and team performance were linear.  
Figure 4 
The Interaction between Consensus and Mean of Team Trust in Leaders on Team 
Performance 
 
Interaction of consensus and level on team voice behavior. Hypotheses 7a and 
7b proposed that the mean level of trust in leaders and consensus in trust in leaders would 
interact in relation to voice behavior. Results in step 3 of Table 8 indicate that the cross-
product term between the consensus and level accounted for an additional 6% of the 
variance in team voice behavior in the concurrent model (β = -.19, F = 4.57, p < .05) 




















As can be seen in Figure 5, the positive relationship between mean level of trust 
in leaders and team voice behavior was stronger for teams with high consensus in trust in 
leaders than for teams with low consensus in trust in leaders. The pattern is consistent 
with Hypothesis 7a. This pattern is supported by results from a simple slope test (Aiken 
& West, 1991). The simple slope of the regression of team voice behavior on the level of 
team trust in leaders within low consensus in trust in leaders was not significant (simple 
slope = .14, t = 1.06, n.s.) but the simple slope within high consensus in trust in leaders 
was significant (simple slope = .27, t = 2.59, p < .05).  
Figure 5 
The Interaction between Consensus and Mean of Team Trust in Leaders on 
Team Voice Behavior 
 
The pattern of the interaction in the change model is almost identical to that in 
Figure 5. A simple slope test was also conducted for the change model. The relationship 
between the level of team trust in leaders and team voice behavior was significant and 




















but the relationship was not significant when the increase in consensus was small (simple 
slope = .14, t = 1.08, n.s.). Hypothesis and 7a and 7b were thus supported.  
As with team performance, a follow-up analysis was conducted to examine the 
quadratic terms of the consensus and mean level of team trust in leaders, following the 
procedure from Dickson and his colleagues (2006). The quadratic terms were entered 
after the main effects and before the cross-product term. Together the two quadratic terms 
accounted for significant incremental variance in team voice behavior (R∆=.09, p=.05), 
but only the quadratic term of level of team trust in leaders was significant (β = .34, p < 
.05). The positive quadratic coefficient for the mean level of trust indicated a U-shaped 
relationship such that team voice behavior was high when teams had a high or a low level 
of team trust in leaders. Further, after controlling for the main effects and quadratic 
terms, the linear interaction term remained significant (β = -.27, p < .05). These findings 
suggest that the relationship between the level of team trust in leaders and team voice 
behavior was nonlinear but there was also a linear interactive effect of the consensus and 
level of team trust in leaders on team voice behavior.       
For the change mode, the results on the quadratic terms were similar to those from 
the concurrent analysis: the quadratic term of the level of team trust in leaders was 
significant and positive (β = .35, p < .05) but not the quadratic term for increased 
consensus in trust in leaders (β = -.04, n.s.). Further, after controlling for the quadratic 
terms, the linear interaction term between the mean level of trust and consensus remained 
marginally significant (β = -.27, p < .10). Therefore, while the relationship between the 
level of team trust in leaders and team voice behavior was nonlinear, there was also a 




team voice behavior after controlling for the nonlinear effects of the level of trust in 
leaders. It is important to note that the results for voice are tenuous given the poor 





Chapter 7. Discussion 
In this final chapter of the dissertation, I summarize the impetus and contributions 
of this study. I then provide a detailed summary of my findings, some of which are 
consistent with the proposed hypotheses while others are not. Potential reasons for the 
inconsistent findings are discussed. I next turn to the limitations of this study. Finally, the 
theoretical implications, directions for future research, and practical implications of this 
research are discussed.  
Overall Summary 
In understanding the impact of leadership on employee outcomes, researchers 
have increasingly focused their attention on the effect of trust in leaders (e.g., Dirks & 
Ferrin, 2002; Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). A small but growing number of studies on trust 
in leaders has moved from examining the individual level to the team level of analysis to 
investigate relationships between collective trust in leaders and team outcomes. This 
study builds on past research on team-level trust in leaders through its focus on better 
explicating how a collective state of trust in leaders emerges among team members and 
the consequences of consensus in trust in leaders for team outcomes. In general support 
of the hypotheses, results indicated that some leader behaviors (leading by example and 
showing concern) were relatively more important for the development of consensus in 
trust in leaders while leader attributes (ability and integrity) and team factors (open 
communication and diversity) were not. Further, although the degree of consensus in trust 
in leaders was not related to team performance and voice behavior, consensus moderated 




These results contribute to our understanding of trust in leaders at the team level 
in three ways. First, similar results were obtained for the role of leader behaviors in 
consensus in trust in leaders and for the interactive role of consensus and mean level of 
trust in leaders on team outcomes when examining consensus concurrently and changes 
in consensus over time. The emergence of a construct from individual level components 
to a construct that resides at a higher level is a dynamic process defined by changes over 
time (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000; Kozlowski & Chao, in press). Because trust in leaders 
was examined in natural teams after a change in leadership and some changes in team 
membership, as opposed to examining stable teams and longer-standing leaders, 
relationships between leader behaviors and the degree of consensus are more likely to 
reflect an emergence of trust in leaders. Further, by examining trust in leaders shortly 
after new leaders began their position and again several months later, factors related to a 
change in consensus could be examined more directly. Results partially supported the 
notion that the degree of consensus changes over time.  
Second, the paths through which collective constructs develop can vary 
(Kozlowski & Chao, in press). With few exceptions that have focused on consensus in 
climate perceptions (e.g., González-Romá et al., 2002; Zohar & Tenne-Gazit, 2008), 
research has been silent on the relative effects of divergent emergent processes on the 
consensus in a given collective construct. The findings in this study for leader behavior 
are consistent with the notion that the content and target of the factors that are purported 
to promote consensus should be commensurate with and meaningfully related to the 
target of the collective construct. Thus, for consensus in trust in a leader, leader variables 




form of interaction between the leader and team members were more important than 
general leader attributes is supportive of the notion of event cycles (Morgeson & 
Hofmann, 1999) and the assumption that interactions play a critical role in consensus 
(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). While tentative, these findings begin to suggest that a more 
refined conceptualization of the relationship between emergent processes and collective 
constructs are needed.       
Third, the findings from this research shed additional light on the consequences of 
consensus in team trust in leaders. Prior research has indicated that the level of trust in 
leaders is important for unit performance and effectiveness (Davis et al., 2000; Dirks, 
2000; Simons & McLean-Parks, 2002). Here, the degree of consensus in trust in leaders 
was also expected to play a role in influencing team outcomes, as it can represent factors 
that concern team dynamics in addition to the factors that are directly related to trust in 
leaders. While consensus did not exhibit a main effect on team performance or voice 
behavior, the significant moderating effect suggests that consensus in trust in leaders may 
act as a boundary condition for the effect of the level of trust in leaders on team 
outcomes. These findings provide some support to the notion that both the consensus and 
level of a collective construct should be considered in understanding its impact (e.g., Cole 
et al., 2011; Lindell & Brandt, 2000).   
Hypotheses Results 
Antecedents of consensus. Based on prior work and theory on consensus (e.g., 
Naumann & Bennett, 2000, Ostroff et al., 2012; Zohar & & Tenne-Gazit, 2008), a range 
of potential factors were examined in relation to consensus in trust in leaders, including 




the leader attributes of ability and integrity, and the team variables of communication and 
team diversity. Combining the principle of compatibility in the target of two variables 
(Ajzen, 1988) with the theory and research highlighting that interactions among actors 
are a key to emergence and consensus (e.g., Kozlowski & Klein, 2000; Morgeson 
&Hofmann, 1999; Schneider et al., 2002) yielded a prediction that leader behaviors that 
involve interactions between leaders and members would be relatively more important 
than static leader attributes or interaction variables where the target is other team 
members. Results generally support the important role of interactions with leaders in the 
emergence of collective trust in leaders. The leader behaviors of showing concern and 
leading by example were found to play a stronger role in consensus than leader attributes 
of ability and integrity. These findings are consistent with the idea that trust contains a 
relational component that requires some form of interaction between the trustor and 
trustee in order develop trust (Nooteboom et al., 1997; Tyler & DeGoey, 1996).  
The leader behavior of monitoring was not related to consensus in trust in leaders 
as expected. The lack of finding for this variable may be due to its importance relative to 
other leader behaviors as the zero-order correlation was close to significant (r = -.18, p < 
.10). In addition, the weak finding could be due to underlying complexities in the 
relationship between leader monitoring and trust in leaders, as discussed by Ferrin and his 
colleagues (2007). These authors suggest that the effect of another’s monitoring on one’s 
trust depends on the perceived appropriateness of the behavior. Some may find it difficult 
to be monitored by another, particular by someone who is a more senior officer-in-
training at the same institution, while others welcome monitoring from their team leader. 




and would not act as emergent factor to coalesce team members’ trust in the leader. 
Future research is needed to explore potential contextual factors and individual 
characteristics for the relationship among leader monitoring, trust level, and trust 
consensus at the unit level.  
The findings were also consistent with the principle of compatibility (Ajzen, 
1988) in that the referent target of emergent processes should match the referent target of 
trust. Leader-targeted variables, particularly those concerning behaviors and interactions 
between leaders and members (showing concern, leading by example, and monitoring) 
are expected to be more relevant to the emergence of trust in leaders at the team level 
than team member-targeted variables (open communication and team diversity). A 
corollary is that the team-targeted interaction factors should be more relevant to the 
emergence of team trust in teams than leader-targeted variables. Weak support was found 
for this notion in the present study. Open communication among team members was 
unrelated to consensus in trust in leaders as expected, while team ethnic diversity was 
significant, contrary to predictions. Post-hoc analyses also revealed that neither leader 
variables nor team variables were related to consensus in trust in teams.   
There are several explanations for the weak results of target matched variables. 
First, there were no significant between-group differences evidenced for team open 
communication, indicating that teams had similar levels of communication. As such, the 
predicted lack of results for consensus in trust in leaders might be interpreted as 
supportive of the hypothesis. Further, failure to find a positive relationship between 
communication and consensus in trust in teams may be due to low between-group 




characteristics than units from different organizations (Schneider, 1987). Given past 
initial support for the role of communication and interactions among team members in 
climate consensus (e.g., González-Romá et al., 2002; Zohar & Tenne-Gazit, 2008) and 
the relational component of trust (Nooteboom et al., 1997; Tyler & DeGoey, 1996), 
additional research in other organizations or situations in which there is greater between-
group differences in communication is needed to more adequately address the role of 
communication on consensus in trust.  
Second, the finding that team ethnic diversity was related to the consensus in team 
trust in leaders but not to the consensus in team trust in teams was surprising. One 
explanation for the relationship between team ethnic diversity and consensus in trust in 
leaders is that diversity may influence the nature of the dyadic relationship and exchanges 
between the leader and members. For example, research has shown a positive relationship 
between rater-ratee racial similarity and performance ratings (Kraiger & Ford, 1985). 
When a supervisor and a subordinate are of the same ethnicity, the supervisor’s liking of 
the subordinate also tends to be a little higher (Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989). However, a post-
hoc regression showed that neither leader ethnicity nor the interaction between leader 
ethnicity and team ethnic diversity, based on the Caucasian vs. non-Caucasian 
categorization, was related to the consensus in team trust in leaders. It is therefore 
possible that leaders, regardless of their own ethnicity, interact with ethnic-homogenous 
and ethnic-heterogeneous teams differently. For example, different leadership styles have 
been associated with diverse versus non-diverse teams (Watson, Johnson, & Zgourides, 
2002). Interacting with a more diverse team might be more demanding for a leader as he 




groups. More research is needed to understand the effect of team ethnicity on consensus 
in trust at the team level. 
 Finally, a limited range of leader-targeted and team-targeted emergent processes 
were included which may explain some of the weak results. While support was found for 
the leader-targeted variables of showing concern and leading by examples, additional 
leader-targeted behaviors may also be relatively more important than team-targeted 
variables for consensus in trust in leaders. For example, procedural justice reflects a 
leader behavior of treating all members fairly and consistently which could engender trust 
and consensus in trust in leaders while team-targeted interaction variables such as 
cohesion or collaboration could be relatively more important for consensus in trust in 
teams. Clearly more research is needed to examine the duality of target match and 
interaction-based variables for consensus in trust.  
Outcomes of consensus. Because consensus in trust in leaders represents 
information on the team dynamics and dynamics with the leader that differs from the 
information represented by the mean level of trust in leaders, the effect of consensus was 
examined on the outcome variables of team performance and voice behavior. It was 
predicted that consensus in trust in leaders would exert influence on consensus above and 
beyond the effects of the level of trust in leaders. Specifically, drawing on the notions 
from social influence theory (Festinger, 1973) that consensus is valued by team members 
and promotes cooperation, and from strong situation (Mischel, 1973) and groupthink 
(Janis, 1972) that consensus could inhibit speaking up and raising concerns, consensus in 
trust in leaders was expected to be positively related to team performance but negatively 




controlling for the mean level of trust in leaders, consensus in trust in leaders was not a 
significant predictor for team performance or team voice behavior. One explanation for 
the lack of the independent effect is that the outcome measures in this study might not be 
strongly influenced by the degree of consensus and the team dynamics it represents. For 
example, research on the effect of LMX differentiation on team performance has found 
the level of task interdependence to be an important moderator (Liden et al., 2006). 
Future research is needed to examine additional outcomes that entail a higher level of 
interdependence.   
Further, following prior work that examined consensus in other areas (Cole et al., 
2011; Lindell & Brandt, 2000), the interactive effect of the consensus and the level of 
trust in leaders was examined. Based on the research that supports a positive link between 
trust in leaders and performance (e.g., Davis et al., 2000; Dirks, 2000) and between 
similar attitudes, regardless whether it is positive or negative, and positive affect and 
cooperation (e.g., Byrne, 1971; Festinger, 1950), it was predicted that team performance 
would be positively related to the level of trust in leaders and the relationship would be 
stronger for teams with low consensus than teams with high consensus. The results on 
team performance were consistent with this notion. The finding that the positive 
relationship was stronger for teams with low consensus may seem counterintuitive. 
However, the smaller difference in team performance between high and low levels of 
trust in leaders for teams with high consensus underlies the potential benefits of 
consensus in trust in leaders, regardless of the level, for team performance when team 




For team voice behavior, the pattern of the interaction was expected to be 
somewhat different. Based on the role leaders play in influencing employee voice (e.g., 
Premeaux & Bedeian, 2003; Edmondson, 2003) and again on the notions of strong 
situation (Mischel, 1973) and groupthink (Janis, 1972), it was predicted that trust in 
leader would be positively related to the level of trust in leaders, but the relationship 
would be stronger when teams have high consensus rather than low consensus. The 
results supported this pattern. The relationship between the level of trust in leaders and 
team voice behavior was stronger for teams with high consensus, suggesting that 
consensus amplified the effect of the level of trust in leaders. In particular, when a team 
has a low level of trust in the leader, team members look to each other to decide whether 
to engage in voice behavior. When team members agree on their low levels of trust in 
leader, they are less likely to speak up than when team members share consensus. 
However, it should be noted that these results for team voice behavior need to be 
interpreted with caution because of the subpar aggregation statistics. Nevertheless, the 
patterns of interaction between consensus and level on both outcomes highlight the 
importance of considering the consensus in a collective construct in understanding the 
impact of the collective construct, a point I will return to in the discussion of theoretical 
implications of the present research.    
Changes in consensus over time. An important feature of the present study is the 
examination of both the consensus concurrent with the emergent processes as well as 
changes in consensus over time. Due to the expectation that leaders will have more 
opportunities to interact with all team members over time, it was predicted that the 




after months of interaction. However, the results did not provide support for this 
prediction. One possible explanation is that the consensus in team trust in leaders might 
converge in some, but not all teams. In other words, some teams could have increased 
consensus over time, but other teams could maintain a similar level of consensus or have 
decreased consensus during this time. These differences led to a lack of observable 
overall changes in consensus in trust in leaders across teams. The increased variability in 
consensus across teams over time, as discussed below, lends some support to this notion. 
Differences in leader behaviors and leader interactions with team members might be 
related to how teams varied in the emergence in trus t in leaders. The results on the effects 
of emergent processes obtained in this study began to shed light on this process. 
In addition, it was also expected that there would be an increase in the variability 
in degrees of consensus in trust in leaders during the same period of time. Consistent with 
this prediction, I found that the between-group variance in the consensus in team trust in 
leaders increased over time, as indicated by the change in the SD of team trust in leaders 
and by the ICC1 statistics in relation to the within-group variances. This suggests that, as 
teams had more opportunities to interact, the difference in the degrees of their consensus 
in trust in leaders grew larger. Further, this pattern is consistent with the rationale 
discussed above that as time passed, some teams were able to increase their consensus in 
trust in leaders while others were not. That is, if all teams were to have increased 
consensus, the variation in the degree of consensus should be lower. Based on the 
findings that the degree of consensus did not change across time but the variability in 
consensus among teams changed and that the correlation between the consensus in two 




construct between the time when leaders assumed the position and after months of 
interactions but instead went through some changes.  
For the antecedents and outcomes of consensus, the results from the concurrent 
and the change models were largely similar, with the exception of subtle differences. One 
finding from the comparison of the concurrent and the change models is that leading by 
example was most critical, among the factors examined in this study, in bringing about 
the consensus in trust in leaders. In contrast, leader showing concern was only significant 
in the concurrent model. However, the difference in results may be due to the relatively 
large number of predictors in the model. More research is needed to investigate whether 
the effects of emergent processes differ for the degree of consensus and the emergence of 
consensus over time.  
Patterns for the interaction between the consensus and mean level of trust in 
leaders on outcomes were largely the same for the concurrent and the change models. 
However, it was found in the change model that teams with high consensus did not differ 
in their levels of team performance whereas, in the concurrent model, teams with high 
trust and high consensus performed better than teams with low trust and high consensus. 
The difference in results suggests some possibility that the effect of consensus is stronger 
over time, and that the outcomes of the degree of consensus and the changes in consensus 
may exert somewhat different effects. However, it is possible that the two time periods 
with an interval of a few months were not sufficiently far apart to allow other differences 
between the two models to emerge. Future research on emergence should track teams 
over a more extensive period of time to reveal whether there is a substantial difference 





Despite some revealing findings and the contributions of this study, there are 
limitations that should be considered when interpreting these results. The limitations of 
the present research are primarily related to its sample, design, and measures. First, this 
study is limited by its sample from a single organization with a strong military culture. 
The strong organizational culture may reduce the observed variance in the measured 
variables, particularly between units. Although there were significant differences between 
teams for all study variables, except open communication and team voice behavior, the 
amount of variability was sometimes low. Further, the low ICC2 values for most of the 
study variables indicated low reliability of the mean scores at the team level (Bliese, 
2000). Both lower between-group differences and low reliability of mean scores can 
decrease the likelihood of finding significant results. Obtaining more respondents per 
team can help raise ICC2 values and inclusion of teams from different organizations 
could help create larger between-group variances.   
It is also possible that the present sample of squads is different from teams in 
civilian organizations. Prior research on leadership has reported no significant differences 
between the military and civilian samples (Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003; Shamir, 
Zakay, Breinin, & Popper, 1998). Nevertheless, more research is needed to test the 
generalizability of the proposed theoretical model in a range of different work teams and 
organizational samples.  
Second, the research design of the present study was lagged rather than 
longitudinal. The time lagged design is unable to fully reveal the causal directions of the 




trust in the leader instead of the direction proposed. However, this issue was mitigated, at 
least to an extent, by a notable feature of this research: T1 data collection took place 
shortly after teams were just assigned with new leaders and had some membership 
changed. This allowed examination the consensus in team trust in leaders from a 
naturally-occurring initial stage of emergence. Teams were presumed to have a relatively 
low level of consensus, as team members knew little about the new leader and mostly 
relied on their idiosyncratic perceptions and attitudes toward the leader given the changes 
in some membership. Therefore, the concurrent results should still represent an indirectly 
test of emergence. This is in comparison with most studies on consensus that assessed 
intact leaders and teams who already worked together for some time (e.g., Naumann & 
Bennett, 2000; Zohar & Tenne-Gazit, 2008), making tracing the factors that enhance 
emergence difficult. Nevertheless, additional research that employs longitudinal designs 
and assesses constructs across multiple time periods is needed to more explicitly track the 
dynamic nature of emergence (Kozlowski & Chao, 2012) and the causal relationships 
among emergent processes, consensus in trust, and team outcomes (Singer & Willett, 
2003; Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010). 
 While this study is unable to support causal claims about the effects examined, the 
lagged design of this study could potentially lower the threat of response bias. Response 
bias can be minimized by incorporating a time delay between measures (Ostroff et al., 
2002). In this study, assessment of leader behaviors and attributes (T2) took place 
approximately two weeks prior to the assessment of trust in leaders (T3). To estimate the 
degree of response bias, correlations between concurrent relationships and lagged 




and team trust in leaders assessed at T2 were about .10 higher than the correlations 
between the leadership variables at T2 and team trust in leaders at T3 (e.g., .77 and .56 
for leader ability; .60 and .49 for leader monitoring). The magnitude was similar for 
outcomes: the correlations between trust in leaders at T3 and outcomes at T3 were about 
.10 higher for the correlations between the trust in leaders at T2 and outcomes at T3.  
Although the time delay did help to mitigate response bias, it may not have been 
completely eliminated as the measures in this study were largely self-reported. While the 
source of attitudes and perceptions reside within the individual and hence it is the 
appropriate source of measurement (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000), future research should 
incorporate more objective measures, such as leader actual behaviors and objective 
performance measures. In this study, the number of teams with matched leader-rated 
performance was too low to afford meaningful analysis. Examination of consensus using 
factors from multiple sources, including unit members, unit leader, and the organization, 
would be instrumental and could shed additional light on the phenomenon.  
Theoretical Implications and Future Research 
The literature on team trust in leaders and on emergence has just begun to 
accumulate. The present study represents the first effort to explore how members in a unit 
develop shared trust in the unit leader and begins to reveal the linking mechanism 
between trust in leaders at the individual level and at the team level. As discussed, theory 
and research thus far have largely neglected to compare the effects of multiple emergent 
processes simultaneously and explicate why some emergent processes may be more 
relevant than others for the consensus in a given collective construct (see González-Romá 




present research provides an initial framework to organize different emergent processes 
in relation to the consensus in team trust in leaders based on the target match (Ajzen, 
1988) between the emergent factor and target consensus variables as well as factors that 
entail event cycles and greater interactions (Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999). Future 
research should continue to examine the effects of additional emergent processes on the 
emergence of diverse collective constructs.  
More broadly, this study highlights the importance of considering emergent 
processes that are specific to the content and nature of the collective construct. In this 
dissertation, I proposed a theoretical rationale for why leader behavior factors should be 
more important to the consensus in trust in leaders than leader attributes and team factors. 
It is assumed that the emergent processes of leader behaviors are relevant to trust in 
leaders in particular and may not be relevant to emergence and consensus of all collective 
constructs. For other constructs that can be shared, such as organizational identity or 
cynicism, different emergent processes should play a more influential role than do the 
leadership behaviors examined in this study. To test this notion, I conducted a follow-up 
analysis on the influence of the set of eight emergent factors (leader ability, integrity, 
showing concern, leading by example, monitoring, team open communication, and team 
ethnic and gender diversity) on two collective constructs, organizational identity (Mael & 
Ashforth, 1992) and organizational cynicism (Ostroff et al., in preparation) at the team 
level. The results indicated that none of these factors significantly influenced the 
consensus in these two constructs. This finding provides some indication that the 
emergent factors found important in the present study (leader showing concern and 




The findings from the present study on the effects of consensus in trust in leaders 
points to an alternative way to think about collective trust. Rather than treating variation 
in levels of trust in a leader among team members as error, consensus in trust in leaders 
should be considered as a boundary condition of the effect of mean level of trust in 
leaders. In other words, without consensus, the model of trust in leaders at the unit level 
and outcomes may be underspecified. As noted, consensus among team members on the 
levels of a construct can be understood as a social context (Bliese & Britt, 2001; Bliese & 
Halverson, 1998). It can influence and constrain the relationship between the relationship 
between a construct and an outcome both at the individual and the unit levels. In other 
words, consensus at the team level should be regularly considered as an important 
moderator that could amplify or suppress the effect of the level of the construct.  
Further, the present research represents an initial effort to understand the 
emergence of consensus in team trust in leaders. As Kozlowski and Klein (2000) 
highlighted, emergence can take on different forms ranging from composition—in which 
individual members contribute the same amount and type of trust—to compilation—in 
which individual members may contribute dissimilar amounts and dissimilar types of 
trust that form a meaningful pattern at the unit level. There are also a number of models 
in between these two types. For example, in addition to shared consensus, a team level 
psychological construct can emerge at the team level in the forms of minority belief, 
bimodal, and fragmented (Harrison & Klein, 2007; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000; DeRue, 
Hollenbeck, Ilgen, & Feltz, 2010). Moreover, some research has suggested different types 
of trust, including cognitive trust and affective trust (McAllister, 1995) as well as trust 




compilation model, such as the implications of divergent patterns of affective and 
cognitive trust in the leader among team members.  
To examine the various forms of emergence, future research should extend the 
methodology from the survey method of the present research to other methods including 
interviews, observation, and computational modeling. The typical assessment method can 
only infer the emergence process indirectly and post hoc (Kozlowski & Chao, in press). 
As future research and findings on emergence continues to accumulate, computational 
modeling in particular offers a direct method to examine the dynamics of emergence 
(Kozlowski & Chao, in press). Utilizing multiple methods will afford triangulation of this 
complex phenomenon. 
Practical Implications  
The findings from the present research also hold practical implications for 
organizations. Practitioner wisdom posits that trust in leaders as a necessary condition for 
leadership success. It also indicates that this trust needs to be developed for each member 
in a team, suggesting that the consensus in trust in leadership in a team is equally 
important as the level of trust in leader. As the extant research has not examined the 
process by which members in a team come to agreement in their levels of trust in a 
leader, the present research is unique in that it provides leaders and managers with 
concrete suggestions to start building trust in teams. In particular, the findings from this 
research suggest that showing concern and leading by example may be particularly 
relevant for promoting team members’ consensus in trust in a leader.  
The findings of this research also reveal the impact of leadership and team 




such changes have been commonly implemented in some industries and organizations to 
promote innovation and cross-training (Grossman, 2007; Hargreaves & Fink, 2005; 
Nickol, 1999), it likely breaks down the existing team consensus in trust in the original 
leader. As suggested by the finding from this research, without leader actively facilitating 
the emergent process through interactions with team members, a low degree of team 
consensus in trust in leaders may develop and may have negative implications for team 
performance.   
Conclusion 
Former Secretary of State Colin Powell once remarked that, “Trust is the essence 
of leadership.” Many practitioners and researchers would agree with his observation. A 
growing number of studies have indeed shown that, at the individual level, followers’ 
trust in leaders has a strong and consistent relationship with positive work attitudes and 
discretionary behaviors (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Colquitt et al., 2007). More recently, 
research at the team level has indicated that trust in leaders at the unit level is related to a 
unit’s bottom-line outcomes, including performance and profits (Davis et al., 2000; 
Dirks, 2000; Simons & McLean-Parks, 2002). Together, these findings provide optimism 
about the potential that trust in leaders at the unit level holds for organizations and for a 
deeper knowledge of trust through scholarly research.    
As research on trust at the team level is still in its infancy, no research has yet 
examined the antecedents and consequences of team consensus in trust in leaders. From 
the levels of analysis perspective, the level and consensus in team trust go hand in hand, 
not only because the team level construct does not meaningfully exist without a sufficient 




over time can interact with the level to affect team outcomes. The present research 
provides some initial evidence suggesting that this is the case. This research also offers 
some insight as to why teams differ in their degrees of consensus in trust in leaders. 
Importantly, these findings may inform leaders of what they can do to promote team 
consensus to the desirable degree. Consideration of both the level and consensus in team 
trust acknowledges the distinction of trust at the unit level from its individual level 







Examples of Trust in Leader Definitions at the Individual and Team Levels  
(Reprint from Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012) 
Level Source Sample Definition 
Individual Oreg & Sverdlik 
(2011)2 
“The degree of faith employees… have concerning management’s 
ability to steer the organization (Oreg, 2006, p.87).”  
 Dirks & Ferrin 
(2002)1 
“A psychological state comprising the intention to accept 
vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or 
behavior of another (Rousseau et al., 1998: 395).” 
 Simmons, 
Gooty, Nelson, 
& Little (2009)3 
“The willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of another (Mayer, 
Davis, & Schoorman, 1995).” 
 Van Dijke, De 
Cremer, &  
Mayer (2010)1 
“Acceptance of vulnerability out of positive expectations of the 
other’s intentions (e.g., Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995; 




“A willingness to be vulnerable to another person based on the 
expectation, but not certainty, that he or she will act benevolently 
(Whitener et al., 1998). It also reflects an assessment of a person’s 
motives, intentions, and character (Tyler & Lind, 1992), including 
judgments of a person’s benevolence, integrity, fairness, and 
reliability (e.g., Butler, 1991; Mayer & Davis, 1999).” 
Team Dirks (2000)2 “An expectation or belief that the team can rely on the leader’s 




Mayer, & Tan 
(2000)1 
“The willingness of a party (trustor) to be vulnerable to the actions 
of another party (trustee) based on the expectation that trustee will 
perform an action important to the trustor, regardless of the trustor’s 
ability to monitor or control the trustee (Mayer et al., 1995).” 
 Schaubroeck, 
Lam, & Peng 
(2011)2 
“Members’ beliefs about the leader’s competence.” “Members have 
a strong and favorable emotional connection with the leader.”  
Note: Citations were coded according to the reference’s definition using the dimensions: 
positive expectations of trustworthiness, willingness to accept vulnerability. 
1 Both positive expectations and willingness to accept vulnerability. 
2 Positive expectations of trustworthiness only.  










My squad leader can tell if something is going wrong.  
My squad leader is able to effectively think through complex problems. 
My squad leader has a thorough understanding of the institution and its goals. 
My squad leader can solve problems with new or creative ideas. 
 
Leader Ethics 
My squad leader holds high ethical standards. 
My squad leader is always honest. 
My squad leader would not compromise ethical principles in order to achieve success. 
My squad leader values what’s right more than performance.  
 
Leader Showing Concern 
I would seek help from my squad leader if I had a personal problem.  
My squad leader cares about my personal well-being. 
My squad leader takes time to talk to me on a personal level. 
My squad leader can recognize when I’m down without asking me. 
 
Leading by Example  
My squad leader sets high standards for performance by his/her own behavior. 
My squad leader works as hard as anyone in my squad. 
My squad leader sets a good example by the way he/she behaves.  
 
Leader Monitoring 
My squad leader checks to make sure that the squad members continue to work on unit 
projects. 
My squad leader monitors our progress on unit projects.  
My squad leader checks whether everybody is meeting their obligation to the squad.  
My squad leader watches to make sure everyone in the squad meets their deadlines. 
 
Team Open Communication 
My squad members are very willing to share information with other members about our 
duties. 
There is a great deal of understanding when my squad members talk to each other.  












Trust in Team Leader 
I believe my leader will look out for my welfare. 
I feel I can count on my leader to act in my best interests.  
I am willing to let my leader have influence over matters that are critical to me.  
I feel comfortable when my leader makes decisions that will affect me personally.  
 
Trust in Team Members 
I believe my team members will look out for my welfare. 
I feel I can count on my team members to act in my best interests. 
I am willing to let my team members have influence over matters that are critical to me.  






The performance of my squad is among the best.  
The competence of my squad is among the best.  
The professionalism of my squad is among the best.  
 
Team Voice Behavior 
 
I have developed and made recommendations concerning issues that affect this squad. 
I have spoken up and encouraged others in this squad to get involved in issues that affect 
the squad. 
I have communicated my opinions about issues to others squad members even if my 
opinion is different and others disagree with me. 







Before he/she took the current billet, I heard that my squad leader had a good reputation.  
I met my squad leader before he/she took the current billet.  
Before he/she took the current billet, I had positive personal interaction with my squad 
leader. 
I worked directly with my squad leader before he/she took the current billet. 
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